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ABSTRACT
THE RELATION OF ACCULTURATION, CRIMINAL HISTORY, AND 
SOCIAL INTEGRATION OF MEXICAN AMERICAN AND NON-MEXICAN 
STUDENTS TO ASSAULTS ON INTIMATE PARTNERS
By
Ignacio Luis Ramirez 
University of New Hampshire, December, 2001 
Studies that have compared intimate partner violence among 
Mexican Americans and Non-Mexican Whites have found conflicting 
results. The results can be grouped into three categories, those that 
found Mexican Americans have higher assault rates, those that found 
Mexican Americans have lower assault rates, and those that found no 
differences between both ethnic groups. This study analyzed a sample of 
348 college students to examine the role that Mexican ethnicity and 
acculturation into Anglo American society by Mexican Americans plays in 
predicting intimate partner violence. Additionally, the role of criminal 
history and integration into society were analyzed to understand their 
unique effects on intimate partner violence. Furthermore, differences 
between Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans in the relation of criminal 
history and social integration to intimate partner violence were 
investigated.
xiii
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The results indicated that Mexican American ethnicity and 
acculturation into Anglo American society by Mexican Americans had no 
effect on intimate partner violence. Respondents who committed crimes 
in the past (before the age of 15) had a higher probability of severely 
physically assaulting a partner than those respondents who had 
committed crime later in life (after the age of 15). A history of property 
crime was found to be a better predictor of severe partner assault than a 
history of violent crime.
One of the most consistent findings in this study was that 
integration into society decreased the probability of severely assaulting a 
partner among both Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans.
This research found that there is no difference between Mexican 
Americans and Non-Mexicans in the rate of intimate partner violence, and 
no difference in two etiological factors: criminal history and social 
integration.
The results support a generalist perspective on crime, which states 
that individuals do not solely commit one type of crime but commit a 
variety of different crimes (property and violent). Furthermore, the results 
found support for a control theory perspective on intimate partner violence.
XIV
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Reenison and Welchans (2000) used National Crime Victimization 
Survey data to estimate that in 1998 about 1 million violent crimes were 
committed against persons by their current or former spouses, boyfriends, 
or girlfriends. Yet it was not too long ago that criminologists, criminal 
justice professionals, and the general public tended to regard assaulting 
an intimate partner as not being a real crime. These officials tended to 
treat a physical altercation with an intimate partner as being a private 
“family matter” although laws against assault were applicable. Assaulting 
a partner was viewed as less criminal than assaulting a stranger when, in 
reality, the only difference between these two types of offenses was the 
social role of the victim (wife, girlfriend, husband, boyfriend, or stranger). 
For example, the training manual of the International Association of Chiefs 
of Police (1967) advised police officers to avoid arrests in “domestic 
disturbance” cases until pressure from the women’s movement forced a 
change. The image of domestic assault as not a real crime is exemplified 
by an element of the police culture in many jurisdictions known as the 
“stitch rule.” This advised against arrests unless there was an injury that 
required stitches.
1
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It was not until 20 years ago (1980’s) that some police 
departments, responding to societies changing attitudes, started 
mandating arrests for calls that deal with intimate partner violence 
(Sherman 1992).
The fact that such legislation was needed to enforce something that 
was already a criminal offense indicates the persistence of the traditional 
point of view that society tolerates a certain level of assault within the 
family (Straus and Hotaling, 1980). Additionally, assault within the family 
has been perceived as somehow less criminal, if at all, than stranger- 
assault.
Despite the introduction of statutes and changes in police 
procedures, the old attitudes and norms continue to exist among police 
officers and the general public (Straus, Kaufman Kantor, and Moore,
1997). To the extent that this is the case, i.e. that assaulting a partner is 
not the same as other crimes, one would not expect a person who 
assaults an intimate partner to have the same attributes as a person 
whom commits street crimes. The view can be called the “specialist” view 
of domestic assault because it assumes that domestic violence offenders 
do not engage in other types of crime, i.e. they are not “criminals” as the 
public tends to define it.
2
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In contrast to the ’’generalist” conception of domestic violence 
offenders is the “generalist” conception. This perspective takes the 
position that intimate partner violence is no less a crime than stranger 
assault, and examines the extent to which people who assault their 
partners have the same attributes that other criminals possess, such as a 
history of prior criminal offenses. Putting it another way: “Do individuals 
who assault an intimate partner also commit other crimes?” To answer 
this question, I examined intimate partner violence through three 
theoretical lenses that are often utilized for understanding criminal 
behavior: ethnicity and acculturation, criminal history, and control theory. 
Each topic will be reviewed in detail in the following chapters.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
This study will examine several aspects of these issues.
Specifically the following questions will be addressed: What role does 
acculturation into American society have on intimate partner violence for 
Mexican Americans? What are the effects of a person’s criminal history 
on intimate partner violence? What is the extent and the relation of 
criminal history to intimate partner violence and is criminal history 
restricted to one type of crime or is it a more general tendency (violent 
versus property crimes)? Are crimes that are committed early in life more
3
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indicative of a pattern of crime as compared to crimes that begin later in 
life? Do people who assault their partners possess weak social bonds 
with the society they live in? Finally, this study will ask the question, “Are 
there differences between criminal history, and bond to society for 
Mexican Americans and Non-Mexican Whites and how do these factors 
affect intimate partner violence?
If relations are found between these characteristics, it suggests that 
social agencies that deal with intimate partner violence need to adjust their 
policies and intervention procedures to better meet the characteristics of 
their clients. The focus of primary prevention could be put on the social 
bonding process, the criminal history of the individual, or the acculturation 
process in order to help solve future problems. Furthermore, a 
comparative study of intimate partner assault among ethnic groups could 
provide further clarification to a body of literature and research that has 
produced mixed results.
ETHNICITY AND ACCULTURATION 
The first theoretical framework attempts to explain intimate partner 
violence as a reflection of ethnicity and acculturation. This study focused 
on ethnicity. Ethnicity refers to differences between groups of people 
based on cultural customs, such as language, religion, food ways, family
4
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patterns, and other characteristics, whereas race refers to the major 
biological divisions of mankind (Yinger 1994).
Hispanics
Hispanic is a term that is used to refer to a diverse population 
composed of individuals who share ancestral ties to Spain or Latin 
American countries. In reality Hispanic people have come from many 
different national origins and have distinct immigration patterns into the 
United States. For these reasons, researchers have questioned the use 
of the term Hispanic as an ethnic label when referring to the Spanish 
origin population in the United States (Taylor 1994). Therefore subgroups 
of Hispanic populations must be examined separately. In this study 
Hispanics of Mexican ancestry will be examined. This study will examine 
ethnic differences between Mexican Americans and Non-Mexican White 
respondents. In addition it will assess the role that acculturation plays in 
intimate partner violence.
According to Martinez (1999) there is very little research about 
Mexican Americans or Hispanics and crime. For example, the Uniform 
Crime Report compiled by the Federal Bureau of Investigation with the 
help of every police department in the United States does not compile 
data on Hispanics. It only uses two ethnic categories, African American
5
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
and White. Yet the Uniform Crime report is one of the primary sources of 
crime data in the United States.
Research conducted on intimate partner violence that compares 
incidence rates of Mexican Americans and Non-Mexican Whites has 
produced mixed results. It is possible that discrepancies between studies 
result from differences in the degree of acculturation of the respondents 
that are of Mexican ethnicity. (Note that from this point on that “Mexican 
American" will be used instead of “Mexican ethnicity” and “Non-Mexican” 
will be used to describe Non-Mexican Whites (Caucasian) respondents. 
The term Hispanic is used only when the literature reviewed did not 
specify Hispanic group origin.)
Some studies indicate family norms vary by race or ethnicity. For 
example, a study by Tschann, Flores, Pasch, and Marin (1999b) 
examined differences in family structure and values of Hispanics and 
Euro-Americans. They found that these groups have different values 
regarding family relationships; consequently they may also have different 
patterns and responses to intra-family conflict. In particular, the authors 
note that Euro-Americans value individualism whereas Hispanics value 
loyalty, attachment, and reliance on the family. This suggests that Euro- 
Americans and Hispanics may have different rates of intimate partner 
violence because of the different ways they view the family and the way
6
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family relations should function. They may also have different patterns 
and responses to intra-family conflict.
Additionally, Hispanic culture has been identified as a traditional 
model where the individual has a strong attachment and identification to 
the family unit. Consequently, the familial sphere comes first before other 
social spheres (Sabogal, Marin, Otero-Sabogal, Marin, and Perez-Stable 
1987).
Intimate Partner Violence By Hispanics
Research addressing the issue of intimate partner violence among 
Hispanics has produced mixed results. Some studies assessing the 
prevalence rates of marital violence suggest that minority ethnic group 
families tend to be more violent (Goetting 1989; Neff, Holamon, and 
Schluter 1995). One study that controlled for demographic and 
socioeconomic factors found that minority groups are no more likely than 
non-minority groups to be violent (Straus and Smith 1990a).
Several studies found no effect of race/ethnicity. Kantor, Jasinski, 
and Aldarondo (1994b) looked at a national probability sample of 1,970 
persons that included an over-sample of 800 Hispanic persons. They 
found that Hispanic Americans did not differ from whites in their risk for 
wife assaults when controlling for age and cultural norms that approve
7
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violence (violence approval). Straus and Smith (1990b) also compared 
rates of spouse abuse among white and Hispanic families. They too 
found no statistically significant differences between the two groups when 
accounting for economic deprivation and age. White and Koss (1991) 
conducted a study of dating violence among college students. Their study 
of a national representative sample of 2,602 women and 2,105 men 
enrolled in 32 universities across the United States assessed verbal and 
physical aggression in heterosexual relationships. Thirty-seven percent of 
their sample experienced some form of physical aggression. Among 
those who experienced some form of physical aggression, there were no 
differences by ethnicity. Gondolf, Fisher, and McFerron (1988) found very 
small differences between African-Americans, Hispanic, and white women 
regarding the amount of intimate partner violence.
Other studies found lower levels of physical violence among 
Hispanics than among non-Hispanic whites (Sorenson, Upchurch, and 
Shen 1996a). Fagen, Stewart, and Hansen (1983) found that among 
partner abusers, whites were more violent than other ethnic groups both 
inside and outside their family.
One study did find an ethnic effect dependent on country of origin. 
Sorenson and Telles (1991) examined 1243 respondents of Mexican 
ethnicity and 1149 Non-Hispanic whites and found that partner violence
8
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for Mexicans in Mexico and Non-Hispanic Whites was almost the same 
(20% and 21.5%). However, Mexicans bom in the United States had the 
highest rates (30.9%). In Chapter 3 the literature will be examined in 
detail to explain the contradictory findings.
Acculturation
In their attempt to conform to the family patterns of American 
society (for the purpose of attaining a higher socioeconomic status), 
Mexican Americans may be putting themselves under a great deal of 
stress because of the conflicts with attempts to retain their cultural 
heritage (Taylor 1994). Changes that Taylor mentions are family 
composition, the participation of women in the work force, patterns of 
marriage and divorce and the proportion of households headed by 
women.
Barnett et al, (1997) state that given the stress that acculturated 
American families experience, the level of non-acculturated Hispanic 
families would be assumed to be even higher because of the adjustment. 
As Hispanic families become more acculturated, it seems logical that they 
could be more vulnerable to intimate partner violence because of the 
stress associated with the acculturation process. The stress that comes
9
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with the acculturation process is in addition to stressful situations that 
families experience everyday.
If acculturation does occur, then one would expect the rate and 
frequency of intimate partner violence to increase as Mexican Americans 
take on more customs from American society. On the other hand it could 
also be the case that intimate partner violence decreases as acculturation 
into American society increases. As was mentioned earlier, Euro- 
Americans value individuals whereas Mexican Americans value loyalty, 
attachment, and reliance to the family. Individualism could promote no 
intimate partner violence in Mexicans, because violence will not be 
tolerated for the sake of keeping the family intact.
CRIMINAL HISTORY 
This study used developmental theory to assess the role that a 
person’s criminal history (crimes committed in the past) plays when 
investigating intimate partner violence. Researchers who have reviewed 
and categorized studies of intimate partner violence have found that some 
assailants do not commit violent acts outside the family (Holtzworth- 
Munroe, Meehan, Herron, and Stuart 1999). This suggests that assaults 
on partners are a specialized type of crime. Conversely, other studies 
have found that partner assaulters have a history of criminal tendencies
10
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(Buzawa, Hotaiing, Klein, and Byrne 1999; DeLucia, Owens, Will, and 
McCoin 1999; Jacobson and Gottman 1998). This suggests that partner 
assailants do not commit only one type of crime but have a general 
tendency to commit crime.
CONTROL THEORY 
Finally, this study investigated the extent to which control theory 
applies to this particular type of criminal behavior. This might be 
especially important because of the private nature of an intimate 
relationship that is not easily monitored by society. Control theory focuses 
on social forces that prevent people from criminal behavior, not those that 
encourage deviance. Gelles (1979) argues that these social controls are 
minimal in the family due to the private nature of the home. Control theory 
assumes that there is a link between inadequate socialization and the 
likelihood of acting in deviant ways. Individuals who lack attachment and 
involvement in society are not likely to follow society’s norms, including 
intra-familial norms. Social bonds are part of the social control process.
Control theories assume that deviance will occur unless people are 
motivated to conform to the rules and norms set by society. It does not 
explain why some people deviate from social and legal norms, it asks:
Why do people conform? Why don’t we all violate the rules? It concludes
11
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that social controls prevent us from committing crimes. When these 
controls break down or weaken, deviance is likely to result (Reiss 1951). 
People are motivated to conform by social controls but need no special 
motivation to violate the law. Again, control theory is not explaining why 
we commit crime but why we conform.
Hirschi’s Control Theory
The form of control theory that will be tested in this study is based 
on Travis Hirschi’s 1969 theory, which brings together elements from 
previous control theories and offers a new way to account for deviant 
behavior. This perspective differs from theories that concentrate on the 
motivations for crime. Delinquent acts result when an individual’s bond to 
society is weak or broken. Control theory takes for granted the 
motivations to commit crime and delinquency and treats conformity to 
social norms as the real problem to be explained.
Control theory focuses on an individual’s bond to others and insists 
that individuals are inherently antisocial. This bond is the social force that 
promotes conformity and prevents deviance. Most individuals do not 
commit deviant acts most of the time. The extent of a person’s integration 
into society is extremely important in explaining conformity and deviance. 
Control theory contends that internalization of accepted norms and
12
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awareness and sensitivity to the needs of others are the main parts that 
promote conformity in society. Thus an individual who is not aware 
(sensitive) to the expectations of others and feels no obligation (bonds) to 
abide by the norms of society may be more at risk of assaulting an 
intimate partner.
According to control theory, social control has inner dimensions. 
Inner dimensions include socialization into conventional beliefs and how 
one should act towards others in public or private.
There are four dimensions to control theory: attachment, 
commitment, involvement, and belief.
Non-Criminal Peers. Attachment is an indicator of one’s strength or 
ties to society. This is the emotional element of a social bond (e.g. 
attachment to parents).
Commitment. Commitment indicates the degree to which a person 
is tied to normative ways of behaving. For example, the president of a 
company has a strong commitment to behave in a non-criminal manner.
Involvement. Involvement indicates the amount of time a person 
spends engaged in the pursuit of a common goal. The more a person
13
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engages in conventional activity, the less time she or he has to commit 
deviant acts. For example, “midnight basketball”, intended to give idle 
teens something to do, is based on this component of Hirschi’s control 
theory.
Belief. Belief indicates the existence of a common value system 
within the society or group of norm. How much individuals “buy into” the 
normative expectations that a society promotes constitutes this element of 
the bond. For example, a large portion of American society believes that it 
is good to get married, have a job, and have a family.
Three theoretical frameworks have been reviewed. Ethnicity and 
Acculturation and how they pertain to Hispanics and intimate partner 
violence. Criminal History and how it pertains to assaulting a partner. 
Control Theory and how one’s bonds to society are used to explain 
deviant behavior.
HYPOTHESES 
The theoretical frameworks reviewed led to the following 
hypotheses:
Ethnicity and Acculturation
1) The rate of intimate partner violence is lower for Mexican 
Americans than Non-Mexicans.
14
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2) The higher the acculturation into American Society, the higher the 
probability of assaulting a partner for Mexican Americans.
Criminal History
3) Criminal history is more prevalent for Mexican Americans than for 
Non-Mexicans.
4) The more crimes committed in the past, the higher the probability of 
physically assaulting a partner.
5) A criminal history is more associated with an increased risk of 
intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non- 
Mexicans.
6) Early onset crime is more associated with an increased risk of 
intimate partner violence than criminal behavior beginning later in 
life.
7) Previous violent crime is more associated with an increased risk of 
intimate partner violence than property crime.
Social Integration
8) Mexican Americans are more socially integrated than Non-Mexican 
Whites.
9) The more socially integrated an individual is, the lower the 
probability of physically assaulting a partner.
10) Social Integration is more associated with a decreased risk of 
intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non- 
Mexicans.
A more detailed review of the literature will be presented in the 
following chapters. Literature for all hypotheses will be reviewed in their 
respective chapters.
15
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Figure 1.1 is a diagramed representation of what I believe is the 
causal process that could affect intimate partner violence. It includes 
demographic and control variables, the main independent variables 
(acculturation, criminal history, social integration), and intimate partner 
violence. These variables will be described in detail in the next chapter.
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The issues discussed in the previous chapter will be investigated using 
data from a sample of college students who have been or are currently in a 
dating or married relationship. A sample of college students is appropriate for 
this study for the following reasons: 1) The National Crime Victimization 
Survey found that the rates of non-lethal intimate partner violence was 
greatest for the 20 to 24 year age group, followed by the 16 to 19 age group, 
and then the 25 to 34 age group (Renison and Welchans 2000). The majority 
of college students fall into the high-risk age categories. Sugarman and 
Hotaling (1989) identified eleven studies that provided rates for physical 
assault of dating partners and concluded the rates of assaulting a partner 
range from 20% to 59%. 2) College students make up about a third of the 18 
to 22 year old population. College students are a sizable population in 
reference to the general population (about 15 million). 3) College students 
are in a formative period of their lives in relation to the habits that they 
develop with an intimate partner. These habits could surface in other intimate 
relations (O'Leary, Malone, and Tyree 1994; Pan, Neidig, and O'Leary 1994).
It is important to mention that a sample of college students is not a 
representative sample of the general population in the United States. This 
group generally has lower levels of criminal behavior, substance abuse, and
18
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marriage rates. Additionally college students may be more socially integrated 
into society and are engaged in education as a tool for upward mobility. In 
short this is a segment of society that plays by the rules.
Data Collection
Six hundred and fifty questionnaires were passed out to students at 
The University of Texas at El Paso and Texas Tech University during the fall 
1999, spring 2000, and summer 2000 semesters. Students who were 
enrolled in Sociology, Anthropology, and History classes are the respondents.
Respondents filled out the questionnaire (Appendix A) in a classroom 
setting. Each respondent received a booklet consisting of: (1) A cover sheet 
explaining the purpose of the study, the participant’s rights, and the name of a 
contact person and telephone number for those who might have questions 
after the test session was over. (2) The demographic questions. (3) The 
instruments described in this section. The purpose, task demands, and rights 
were explained orally as well as in printed form at the beginning of each 
session. Respondents were told that the questionnaire would include 
questions concerning attitudes, beliefs, and experiences they may have had. 
They were guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality of their responses and 
they were told that the session would take an hour or slightly more. In 
actuality, the range of time that it took students to finish was between 30 
minutes to 1 hour. All students were asked to sign a written consent form
19
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before completing their questionnaires. Students were also given instructions 
on how to properly fill out three scantron sheets before they were left to fill out 
the questionnaire at their own pace.
A debriefing form was given to each participant as they turned in their 
questionnaire. It explained the study in more detail and provided names and 
telephone numbers of local mental health services and community resources, 
such as services for battered women. Students that voluntarily participated in 
the study were offered extra credit points by their professors.
The initial sample consisted of 650 respondents of which 576 chose to 
complete the questionnaire. Of these, 33 questionnaires were omitted 
because they were non-illegible or partially completed. Finally, of the 543 
remaining questionnaires, 348 were selected for this study because they met 
the criteria of having no missing data for any specific question, were either 
Mexican American/Mexican National or Non-Mexican White, and had been in 
a heterosexual romantic relationship for a month, or longer during the 
previous 12 months.
Mexican Americans and Mexican Nationals were combined because 
only 15 respondents reported being Mexican Nationals and one of the issues 
in this study was to measure the acculturation level of all respondents of 
Mexican ethnicity. Additionally, the Mexican Nationals were interacting in 
American culture in the form of obtaining an education. Therefore they are 
subject to acculturation and other social factors that affect all Americans.
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This sub-sample of 348 cases provide approximately similar results 
when compared to the 543 cases. For example, for the Social Integration 
scale, 348 cases have an alpha of .62 (Table 3.1) versus .63 for the 543 
cases. For the Criminal History scale the 348 cases have an alpha of .81 
(Table 4.1) while the 543 cases have an alpha of .84. Furthermore, the sub­
sample and full sample had similar means and standard deviations. For 
example, looking at the full sample the variable criminal history variable had a 
mean of 2.41 and a standard deviation of 2.50, the variable age had a mean 
of 4.51 and a standard deviation of 1.90, the variable socioeconomic status 
had a mean of 11.67 and a standard deviation of 5.22, the variable social 
integration total had a mean of 30.61 and a standard deviation of 4.05, and 
the variable social desirability had a mean of 34.67 and a standard deviation 
of 4.91. In comparison looking at the sub-sample the variable criminal history 
had a mean of 2.35 and a standard deviation of 2.53, the variable age had a 
mean of 4.61 and a standard deviation of 1.81, the variable socioeconomic 
status had a mean of 11.69 and a standard deviation of 5.29, the variable 
social integration total had a mean of 30.67 and a standard deviation of 4.06, 
and the variable social desirability had a mean of 34.50 and a standard 
deviation of 4.97. Similarly, analysis that had been run (logistic regression) 
using the 543 cases in a previous study has produced results consistent with 
the 348 cases (Ramirez 2000). Thus, the previous analysis confirms that 
there is no bias from using the sub-sample with no missing data. This sub-
21
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sample also enables a better assessment of the effect size because the 
sample size is consistent throughout the analysis.
MEASURES
This section contains descriptive information about ethnicity, partner 
assault, and the control variables. Acculturation, Criminal History, and Social 
Integration are described at the beginning of the chapters on these topics in 
order to make the information available to the reader at the point where it is 
most needed.
Ethnicity
As mentioned above, only respondents who are Mexican 
American/Mexican National or Non-Mexican White were analyzed in this 
study.
The following question was asked to assess the ethnic identity of the 
respondents.
What is your racial or ethnic identity?
1 = Asian
2 = African American (Black)
3 = Caucasian (White)
4 = Native American (American Indian, Samoan, or Hawaiian)
5 = Mexican American
6 = Mexican National
7 = Other Hispanic
8 = Other
22
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Only those respondents who chose number 3 Caucasian (White), number 5 
Mexican American, and number 6 Mexican National were included in the 
study. For the purposes of this study, Mexican Nationals and Mexican 
Americans were collapsed into one group (15 respondents reported being 
Mexican Nationals). The two resulting ethnic groups were coded in the 
following way:
0 = Non-Mexican White n = 135 (39%)
1 = Mexican American or Mexican National n = 213 (61%)
Although the sample is almost two-thirds Mexican, there are sufficient 
Non-Mexicans to investigate ethnic differences.
Partner Assault
The measure of partner assault is from the revised Conflict Tactics 
Scales (CTS2) (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, and Sugarman 1996). The 
original CTS has been used in more than one hundred studies over the past 
25 years (Archer 1999; Straus 1990) and there is extensive data on reliability 
and validity.
The three core scales of the CTS2 measure negotiation, psychological 
aggression, and physical assault. Only the Physical Assault scale was used 
for this study.
The CTS2 classifies assaults into “minor” and “severe.” The difference 
between a minor and a severe assault is similar to the difference between a
23
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simple and an aggravated assault. The coefficient of reliability (Cronbach’s 
Alpha) for the Physical Assault scale that was used in previous studies is .86 
(Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, and Sugarman 1996). The coefficient of 
reliability for this study was .72 for the Minor Assault scale and .76 for the 
Severe Assault scale (Appendix B).
The CTS2 uses the following items to measure minor assault:
1) Threw something at partner
2) Twisted arm or hair
3) Pushed or shoved
4) Grabbed
5) Slapped
The CTS2 uses the following items to measure severe assault:
6) Used knife or gun on partner
7) Punched or hit
8) Choked
9) Slammed against wall
10) Beat up
11) Burned or scalded
12) Kicked
Respondents were asked to select one of the following answers for each of the 
physical assault items:
1 = Once in the past year
2 = Twice in the past year
3 = 3-5 times in the past year
4 = 6-10 times in the past year
5 = 11-20 times in the past year
6 = More than 20 times in the. past year
7 = Not in the past year, but it did happen before
8 = This has never happened
24
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Research using the CTS2 to test hypotheses has found that the results
are more robust and meaningful if the scores were dichotomized to
differentiate between those who assaulted their partner (coded 1) and those
who did not (coded 0). This is probably because the extremely skewed
distribution of responses makes mean-based methods unreliable.
Consequently, for this study, partner-assault was dichotomized this way.
Initially, the analysis was done using a minor assault and a severe
assault scale. However, these overlap because respondents who severely
assaulted a partner also engaged in minor assaults. To deal with the overlap,
the minor and severe assault measures were combined to create violence
types with the following categories: 0 = No Assault, 1 = Minor Assault Only,
and 2 = Severe Assault Only. The following syntax for SPSS 6.0 was used to
create the 0, 100 dichotomies into this variable:
IF (CTAMPS = 0 AND CTASPS = 0) CTATYPES = 0.
IF (CTAMPS = 100 AND CTASPS = 0) CTATYPES = 1.
IF (CTASPS = 100) CTATYPES = 2.
VAR LABLES CTATYPEP ‘VIOLENCE TPE-PARTNER’.
VALUE LABELS CATYPEP 0 ‘NO VIOL’ 1 ‘MINOR ONLY’ 2 ‘SEVERE’. 
FREQUENCIES CTATYPES
Gender
Respondents were asked their gender by the following question:
What is your sex?
0 = male n = 131 (38%)
1 = female n = 217 (62%)
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Again, although the sample was almost two-thirds women, there were 
sufficient men to investigate gender differences.
Year In University
Respondents were asked their academic classification with the 
following question:
What is your year at the university?
This sample was mostly juniors and seniors with almost half of the 
respondents seniors and over one fourth of the respondents juniors.
Sexually Active
Respondents were also asked if they were sexually active in their 
relationship with the following question:
Is (was) sex a part of your relationship?
0 = No n = 71 (20%)
1 = Yes n = 277 (80%)






n = 34 (10%) 
n = 61 (18%) 
n = 98 (28%) 
n = 155 (45%)
26
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Age
Respondents were asked their age with the following question:
How old are you?
1 =18 n = 22 (6%)
2 = 1 9 n = 29 (8%)
3 = 20 n = 46 (13%)
4 = 21 n = 45 (13%)
5 = 22-24 n = 88 (25%)
6 = 25-29 n = 75 (22%)
7 = 30-39 n = 31 (9%)
8 = 40-49 n = 7 (2%)
9 = 50 or older n = 5 (1%)
Almost all of the respondents were under the age of 30 (87%), which is 
the age group that falls into the high-risk age category where intimate partner 
violence is more prevalent.
Relationship Status
Respondents were asked if they were reporting information on a 
current or previous relationship with the following question:
Indicate which of the following applies to you.
1 = I am currently in a relationship that has lasted at least one month.
2 = I have been in a relationship that has lasted at least one month, but am 
not now.
3 = I have never been in a relationship that has lasted at least one month. If 
you answer 3, skip to question #16.
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The respondents who chose the third category were dropped from the study 
and the remaining two categories were coded as:
1 = currently in a relationship n = 236 (68%)
2 = previous (Respondent was in a n = 112 (32%) 
relationship in the previous year)
Only those respondents who were in a current relationship or had been
in a relationship in the previous year were included in the sample. Most 
respondents were in a current relationship.
Cohabitation Status
Cohabitation status was assessed with the following question:
Are you living with your partner (or were you before the relationship ended)?
1 = no n = 237 (68%)
2 = yes n = 111 (32%)
Most of the respondents were not or had not lived with their partner.
Relationship Type
Relationship type was assessed with the following question:
What is your relationship with your partner (or what was it while you were 
together)?




n = 232 (67%) 
n = 39 (11 %) 
n = 77 (22%)
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Over two-thirds of the respondents reported being in a dating 
relationship.
Relationship Length
Relationship length was assessed with the following question:
How long have you been in this relationship (or how long did the most recent 
relationship last)?
1 = Less than one month (This Category Omitted)
2 = About one month n = 13 (4%)
3 = About two months n = 19 (5%)
4 = Three to five months n =49 (14%)
5 = Six to eleven months n = 30 (9%)
6 = About one year n = 20 (6%)
7 = More than one year but less than two years n = 34 (10%)
8 = About two years n = 18 (5%)
9 = More than two years but less than four years n = 62 (18%)
10 = Four years or more n = 103 (30%)
Over one-third of the respondents had been with their partner one to 
twelve months. Almost half of the respondents had been with their partner 
over two years.
Socioeconomic Status
The socioeconomic status scale was created by summing the scores 
for the education of the respondent’s father and mother (possible score of 1 to
7) and family income (possible score of 1 to 9). The theoretical range of the 
resulting scale was 3 to 23. The alpha coefficient of reliability for the
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socioeconomic status scale was .72. The following questions were used to
measure socioeconomic status:
What is your father’s highest level of education?
1 = less than high school n = 71 (20%)
2 = high school graduate n = 81 (23%)
3 = some college n = 68 (20%)
4 = two year college graduate
(for example, community college) n = 22 (22%)
5 = four year college graduate n = 51 (15%)
6 = some graduate school n = 14 (4%)
7 = graduate degree n = 41 (12%)
What is your mother’s highest level of education?
1 = less than high school n = 79 (23%)
2 = high school graduate n = 97 (28%)
3 = some college n = 60 (17%)
4 = two year college graduate
(for example, community college) n = 20 (6%)
5 = four year college graduate n = 43 (12%)
6 = some graduate school n = 11 (3%)
7 = graduate degree n = 38 (11 %)
One fifth of the respondent’s fathers did not finish high school while a 
little under one third completed high school or higher. The education of the 
respondent’s mothers was somewhat similar to their fathers. A little over one 
fifth of the respondent’s mothers did not finish high school. A little over one 
fourth have a college degree or more.
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What is your family’s income?
Cumulative Percent
1 = Under $9,999 n = 13 (3%)
2 = $10,000 to $19,999 n = 53(15%)
3 = $20,000 to $29,999 n = 45 (13%)
4 = $30,000 to $39,999 n = 45 (13%)
5 = $40,000 to $49,999 n = 35 (10%)
6 = $50,000 to $59,999 n = 38 (11%)
7 = $60,000 to $69,999 n = 25 (7%)
8 = $70,000 to $79,999 n = 22 (6%)










A little under one third of the respondent’s family earned less than
30.000 dollars a year. One fifth of the respondents had a family income of
80.000 dollars or more.
The respondents as a whole had a median score of 11 on the 
socioeconomic status scale and a mean score of 11.68 on the socioeconomic 
status scale. Data was gathered on the respondents’ both parents. It was 
not a requirement for both parents to be living together for the respondent to 
be included in this study. If the respondent only reported data on one parent 
then the respondent was dropped from the study because the case would be 
considered as having missing data to compute socioeconomic status.
Social Desirability Scale
Research that uses self-report data needs to take into account the 
minimization of socially undesirable behavior. This study used the Social 
Desirability scale of the PRP. This is a 13-item scale that has been adapted
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from the Crowe Marlowe social desirability scale by Reynolds (1982). The 
scale measures the degree to which a respondent will tend to avoid admitting 
undesirable behavior, such as partner assault and other forms of crime. The 
scale is supposed to measure things that are slightly undesirable but true of 
everyone. The higher the social desirability score the less likely the 
respondent is to disclose undesirable information on the self-report survey. 
Once again, a high score indicated the respondent was more likely to give a 
dishonest answer. Some of the questions were reversed scored. This was 
done to get at the specific goal of measuring socially undesirable behavior 
with questions that have a negative connotation. Respondents were asked 
the following questions.
1) I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
2) It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged 
(Reverse Scored).
3) I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings.
4) On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I have 
thought too little of my ability (Reverse Scored).
5) There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of 
others (Reverse Scored).
6) I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me (Reverse 
Scored).
7) I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget (Reverse 
Scored).
8) I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from 
my own.
9) I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
10) There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone (Reverse 
Scored).
11) No matter whom I am talking to I am always a good listener.
12) There have been times when I have felt like rebelling against people in 
authority even though I knew they were right (Reverse Scored).
13) I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way (Reverse Scored).
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Respondents were asked to select one of the following answers for
each item:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
The range of the social desirability scale was from 13 to 52. The median 
score on the social desirability scale was 34 and the mean was 34.5 (Table 
2.1). This indicated a general willingness to disclose undesirable information.












No Violence Minor Violence Severe Violence
Only
M ale
F e m a le
C h i - S q u a r e  . 7 3 2
n  = 1 3 1  
n = 2 1 7  
p > . 05
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Figure 2.1 shows the type of violence by gender. Females were 
slightly less likely to use violence than.males. One fourth (25%) of male 
respondents committed a minor assault on their partner versus a little more 
than one fifth (21%) of the female respondents. Females had a slightly higher 
rate of severe assaults on their partners than males (10.5% versus 12%). 
Overall, the chi square test of independence indicated that there were no 
significant gender differences in the type of violence on intimate partners.
DATA ANALYSIS 
Analysis of the data was conducted in a similar way in chapters 3, 4, 
and 5. First, preliminary descriptive information was presented in each 
substantive chapter. For example, in Chapter 3 descriptive statistics were 
presented on acculturation, this was also the case with criminal history 
(Chapter 4) and social integration (Chapter 5). This was done in order to 
inform the reader of the distribution of the main independent variable in each 
chapter (chapter 3 acculturation, chapter 4 criminal history, and chapter 5 
social integration).
In chapter 3 the descriptive statistics were followed by correlation 
analysis. This was done in order to measure the strength of the relation 
between acculturation and the demographic and control variables.
Correlation analysis was also conducted in chapter 4 (criminal history) and 
chapter 5 (social integration).
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In chapter 3, correlation analysis was followed by a cross-tabulation 
between acculturation and intimate partner violence to assess the role that 
acculturation level had on intimate partner violence. Each step in the analysis 
involved more variables than the previous to see what relationships existed 
and how those changed with additional controls.
In chapter 3 regression analysis was conducted between intimate 
partner violence, acculturation, and variables that were correlated with 
intimate partner violence.
All of these steps were conducted in chapters 3, 4, and 5 to assess 
that the results from correlation analysis, cross-tabulation, or analysis of 
variance were consistent throughout the study.
In the final chapter, all theoretical (acculturation, criminal history, and 
social integration), demographic, and control variables will be included in the 
full model. Multinomial logistic regression was used to analyze the 
relationship between acculturation, criminal history, social integration, and 
intimate partner violence. Multinomial logistic regression is an appropriate 
tool when the dependent variable consists of nominal categories (Hamilton 
1998). In this study the categories are: “0 = no violence, 1 = minor violence 
only, and 2 = severe violence only.” This statistical tool can be used to 
estimate the relation of assaulting a partner. Given a respondent’s 
acculturation into American society, criminal history, or social integration into 
society, the relative risk of assaulting a partner may be obtained. From a
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statistical point of view, several changes occur when we include more 
independent variables in a regression. Prediction improves and standard 
deviation decreases. Coefficients describe how the additionally variables 
affect the dependent variable. Spurious effects may shrink Hamilton (1992). 
Backwards elimination will be used to in the final model to achieve a balance 
of simplicity and fit (parsimony).
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Male 38% 40% 36% 0.470
Female 62 60 64
Year in college
Freshman 10% 5% 13% 0.030
Sophomore 18 21 15
Junior 28 33 26
Senior 45 41 47
Age in Years (Median)* 23 21 23 (K-Wallis Test) 0.032
0.013
Relationship Type
Dating 67% 70% 65% 0.344
Engaged 11 8 13
Married 22 22 22
Cohabiting 32% 32% 32% 0.989
Relationship Status
Current 68% 64% 70% 0.284
Previous 32 36 30
Sexually Active 80% 79% 80% 0.691
Relationship Length**
1 to 12 Months 38% 42% 35% (K-Wallis Test) 0.176
13 to 24 Months 15 16 14 0.691
25 or More Months 47 42 51
Family Income
Median Group 40-49,999 70-79,999 30-39,999 (K-Wallis Test) 0.000 
0.000
Father’s education
High school/less 44% 25% 55% (K-Wallis Test) 0.000
Some college 26 22 27 0.000
College degree 15 27 7
Graduate school 16 26 10
Mother’s education
High school/less 51% 27% 66% (K-Wallis Test) 0.000
Some college 23 28 20 0.000
College degree 12 19 8
Graduate school 14 26 7
Social Desirability (Mean) 34.5 33 35 (t-test) 0.006
*The categories are 18,19, 20, 21, 22-24, 25-29, 30-39, 40-49.
** The categories are 1 = about one month, 2 = about 2 months, 3 = 3-5 months, 4 = 6-11 months, 5 = 
about 1 year, 6 = more than 1 year but less than 2 years, 7 = about 2 years, 8 = more than 2 years but 
less than 4, 9 = 4 years or more.
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ETHNIC DIFFERENCES IN RESPONDENTS’ CHARACTERISTICS
Table 2.1 compares the characteristics of the respondents’ by ethnicity 
and analyzes each category with a chi-square test of independence or t-test 
for differences between ethnic groups. Additionally a Kruskal-Wallis test was 
also run with age, relationship length, family income, father’s education, and 
mother’s education. A Kruskal-Wallis test is generally safer if there is concern 
for the normality assumption, or if we suspect problems caused by outliers 
(Hamilton 1998).
Over half of respondents were female with the same pattern holding 
when looking at the respondents by ethnicity. The median age for the entire 
sample was 23 years old with the Mexican group being 2 years older than the 
Non-Mexican group. Over two thirds of the respondents reported a dating 
relationship while about one third of the respondents were cohabiting with 
their partners. About two thirds of the respondents reported information on a 
current relationship while over three fourths of the respondents were sexually 
active with their partners. Looking at the three variables that were used to 
compute the socioeconomic status, a t-test and Kruskal-Wallis test revealed 
that there are statistically significant differences between the group of 
Mexicans and the Non-Mexican group. There was a $40,000 difference in 
family income with the Non-Mexican respondents having the higher med ian 
income. Looking at parent’s education we see that the Non-Mexican group
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had achieved a higher educational level than the group of Mexican 
Americans. Over one fourth of the Non-Mexican respondents’ fathers had a 
college degree versus 7% for the Mexican group. Mother’s education also 
showed a similar pattern with 19% of the of the Non-Mexican respondents 
mothers having a college degree versus 8% for the Mexican group. Both the 
t-test and Kruskal-Wallis test showed that there were statistically differences 
between ethnic groups. Therefore it was important to control for 
socioeconomic status in the analysis.
Finally, Mexicans had a significantly higher social desirability score 
(35) than Non-Mexican (33) respondents. This indicated Mexicans were 
slightly more likely to describe themselves as conforming to socially desirable 
behavior. It also indicated that they were less likely to disclose socially 
undesirable behavior such as assaulting a partner. The implications for this 
study are that Non-Mexican respondents are disclosing more undesirable 
behavior than Mexican respondents.
This finding could possibly illustrate the family differences between 
Euro-Americans and Hispanics described by Tschann, Flores, Pasch, and 
Marin (1999b). The Mexican American respondents could be attempting to 
preserve their family structure by minimizing or not fully recognizing that there 
is some sort of conflict present.
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CHAPTER 3 
ETHNICITY AND ACCULTURATION
This chapter examined differences between Mexican Americans and 
Non-Mexican White respondents. It discussed the concept of “ethnicity”, 
described intimate partner violence by ethnic group with particular focus on 
Mexicans. Finally it assessed the role that ethnicity and acculturation into 
American society plays in explaining intimate partner violence.
ETHNICITY
Ethnicity refers to differences between groups of people based on 
cultural customs, such as language, religion, food ways, family patterns, and 
other characteristics, whereas race refers to the major biological divisions of 
mankind (Yinger 1994). As will be explained in this section, Mexican 
Americans and Non-Mexican Whites in the United States have different 
cultural customs and family patterns. Non-Mexicans have been described as 
valuing individualism while Mexican Americans have been described as 
valuing strong attachment and identification to the family unit. This leads to 
the question, “Does acculturation into American society by Mexican 
Americans change their view of the family?” Do family patterns change from 
strong attachment and identification to the family unit to valuing individualism 
for Mexicans because of acculturation into American society? If values and 
customs change for Mexican Americans, how will this affect intimate partner
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violence? Will it become more tolerated or less tolerated intolerable, 
depending on which ethnic group an individual draws his or her values and 
customs from? Because of this, it is important to examine the role that 
acculturation has on intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans.
Hispanics
Hispanic is a term used to refer to a diverse population that is 
composed of individuals who share ancestral ties to Spain or Latin American 
countries. In the United States Hispanic people have different national origins 
and distinct immigration patterns. Researchers have questioned the use of 
the term Hispanic as an ethnic label when referring to the Spanish origin 
population in the United States (Taylor 1994). The term Hispanic has been 
used as a generic label to describe different groups of people that may have 
different values and customs. For example, Puerto Ricans in New York and 
Cubans in Florida can not return as easily as Mexicans to their countries of 
origin. This could affect how quickly and easily one is acculturated into 
American society. Therefore subgroups of Hispanic populations must be 
examined separately, as is the case in this study, which examines Mexican 
Americans.
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Hispanic Family Patterns.
Hispanic culture in general has been identified as a traditional model 
where the individual has a strong attachment and identification to the family 
unit. The familial sphere is said to come before other social spheres (Sabogal 
et al. 1987).
Hispanic families have been described as cohesive and loyal (close 
knit) and the extended family is important. Interdependence of family 
members is thought of as a source of economic and social support (Eberstein 
and Frisbie 1976; Mirande 1977; Vega, Warheit, Buhi-Auth, and Meinhart 
1984). Sharing one’s resources and cooperation among family members is 
very important (Markides, Boldt, and Ray 1986). Familiaiism in the Hispanic 
culture is based on loyalty and cohesiveness. The family unit is seen as more 
important than the individual needs of each member.
As was mentioned in the introductory chapter, Tschann, Flores, Pasch, 
and Marin (1999a) examined familial differences between Euro-Americans 
and Hispanics. They found that these groups have different values regarding 
family relationships, consequently they may also have different patterns and 
responses to intra-family conflict and violence. They found that Euro- 
Americans value individualism whereas Hispanics value the loyalty, 
attachment, and reliability of the family.
Valuing loyalty, attachment and reliance on the family could increase 
the level of family conflict because the family is such a central institution and
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reliance on members is encouraged, even though the same members may be 
the ones being violent. Therefore it could be the case that no outside help is 
sought as this could be seen as a violation of loyalty. You do not report your 
family members to the police. People could think that it is supposed to be this 
way. Additionally, an individual may be weary of calling authorities about 
violence for fear of losing the family member to whom they are highly 
attached. Because of differing family patterns, this suggests that Euro- 
Americans and Mexican Americans potentially have different rates of intimate 
partner violence because of the different ways they view the family and the 
way family relations function.
INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE BY DIFFERENT ETHNIC GROUPS 
Research addressing ethnic differences in intimate partner violence 
has produced mixed results for Hispanics. The studies reviewed can be 
classified into three groups. The first group includes studies that found 
Hispanics have lower levels of intimate partner violence when compared to 
African American and Non-Hispanic Whites. The second group includes 
studies that found that Hispanics are more violent that Non-Hispanic whites. 
Finally the third group includes studies that found that there are no 
differences between Hispanics and Non-Hispanic Whites.
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Hispanics Lower
Some studies found lower levels of physical violence among Hispanics 
than among non-Hispanic whites (Sorenson, Upchurch, and Shen 1996b). 
Fagen, Stewart, and Hansen (1983) analyzed data from 270 face to face 
interviews with domestic violence victims from four cities. They found that 
among partner abusers, whites were more violent than other ethnic groups 
both inside and outside their family.
Benson, Fox, Demaris, and Wyk (2000) compared rates of domestic 
violence by race and ethnicity and gender. Their data came from the National 
Survey of Families and Households (wave 1: 1988 and wave 2: 1994). They 
found significant differences in the rates of male and female domestic 
violence by race. Black male respondents (9.6%) had the highest rates of 
domestic violence followed by male white respondents (5.8%) and finally the 
male Hispanic respondents (4.7%). Female black respondents (8.3%) also 
had the highest rates of domestic violence followed by the female white 
respondents (5.4%) and finally the female Hispanic respondents (4.7%) had 
the lowest rates.
Hispanics Higher
Other studies suggested that minority families tend to be more violent 
(Goetting 1989). Sorenson and Telles (1991) surveyed 1243 Mexican 
Americans and 1149 Non-Hispanic Whites in Los Angeles. Subjects were
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collected from two mental health catchment areas: one in East Los Angeles 
and the other in Venice/Culver City area of Los Angeles. Face to face 
interviews in English and Spanish were conducted. Spousal violence 
percentages for Mexican Americans born in Mexico and Non-Hispanic whites 
born in the Unites States were nearly equivalent (20% and 21.6%). Rates 
were highest for Mexican Americans born in the United States (30.9%).
No Ethnic Difference
Still other studies have found no difference among racial and ethnic 
groups in regard to intimate partner violence. Analyzing intimate partner 
violence among Hispanic families, Kantor, Jasinski, and Aldarondo (1994a) 
studied a national probability sample of 1,970 persons. Their data was 
collected with face to fact interviews and included an over-sample of 800 
Hispanic persons. Additionally, they also conducted interviews in Spanish for 
those respondents that were not proficient in English. Using logistic 
regression, they found that Hispanic Americans did not differ from whites in 
their risk for wife assaults when controlling for age and cultural norms 
(violence approval). Research by Straus and Smith (1990a) examined a 
sample of 711 Hispanics in the United States from the 1985 family violence 
survey. Using logistic regression, they found that Hispanic husbands assault 
their wives at twice the rate of Anglo husbands. However, when controlling
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for demographic and socioeconomic factors Hutchison et ai., (1994) found 
that minorities are no more likely than non-minorities to be violent.
White and Koss (1991) conducted a study of dating violence among 
college students. In their national representative sample of 2,602 women and 
2,105 men enrolled in 32 universities across the United States, they assessed 
verbal and physical aggression in heterosexual relationships using a 
questionnaire. They found that 37% of their sample experienced some form 
of physical aggression. Among those who experienced some form of physical 
aggression, there were no differences by ethnicity.
Rouse (1988) studied abuse in dating relationships among 326 black, 
white and Hispanic college students from a southwestern university using a 
three-page questionnaire. Using cross-tabulation, she found very small, non­
significant differences in physical abuse among the three ethnic groups. Of 
the differences that were found, Hispanics reported the lowest rates of abuse 
followed by the white respondents with the black respondents reporting the 
highest rates.
There is no clear pattern as to whether Mexican Americans or Non- 
Mexican Whites have higher rates of physical violence against their partners. 
A possible source of the discrepancies is that some studies include all 
Hispanics while others specify which Hispanic populations are being studied. 
Another possible reason for this could be the samples being studied. For 
example, the Straus and Smith (1990) study did not differentiate what specific
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Hispanic subgroup was being examined. The White and Koss study (1991) 
only studied college students. As was mentioned in the Methods chapter, a 
sample of college students is not representative of the population. Yet 
another study looked at respondents of Mexican ethnicity and Non-Mexican 
Whites in the Los Angeles area that went for help to a social service agency. 
Mexican respondents from East Los Angeles and Mexican respondents from 
a university have very different resources (tool kits) to avoid intimate partner 
violence. Taking all of these different studies into consideration with this 
study. It is reasonable to assume that the present study should produce 
results similar to White and Koss (1991), who analyzed a national 
representative sample of college students. Or the Rouse (1988) study that 
examined college students from a southwestern university using a three-page 
questionnaire.
ACCULTURATION 
Acculturation is the transformation process that occurs when culturally 
distinct groups or individuals of a society come into contact with another 
culture (Berry and Kim 1988). One’s cultural identity may change in different 
ways when contact is made with another culture through the gradual 
acceptance of language, cultural beliefs, values and behaviors of the 
dominant society. Loyalty and sense of belonging to the new culture could 
also occur (Berry 1980). This section examines how acculturation into
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American Anglo society could affect intimate partner violence among Mexican 
Americans.
According to Marin and Marin (1991), the Mexican value system 
encourages strong family ties where the family takes preference over other 
activities. Mexican families that have not been acculturated into American 
society may experience a higher level of intra-family conflict because of the 
value system in place. Keeping a family intact despite the presence of 
violence could be a key goal of its members. As was mentioned previously, 
seeking outside help with intra-family violence may be viewed as a sign of not 
being loyal to one’s family.
A study that assessed the differing acculturation levels of each family 
member, Szapocznik and Kurtines (1993) found that family conflict could 
arise because children acculturate more rapidly than parents. This implies 
that conflict may arise as acculturation increases and values change. When 
different members of the same family acculturate in varying degrees resulting 
in different values than other members in the same family, conflicts may arise. 
This could be the case when two people in a relationship may have different 
values and expectations.
Ethnic Identity
As people acculturate, their ethnic identity changes. However, not all 
individuals who are in a new culture acculturate the same way or to the same
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degree. Some individuals are able to retain their original ethnic culture and 
adopt the values and norms of the newer dominant culture (biculturalism) 
(Berry 1980; Sanchez and Fernandez 1993). This is precisely why this study 
is attempting to measure acculturation.
Acculturation, Stress, and Deviant Behavior
In their attempt to conform to the norms of American society, Mexican 
Americans could be putting themselves under a great deal of stress as they 
simultaneously struggle to retain their cultural heritage (Taylor 1994). Taylor 
mentions changes in family composition, the participation of women in the 
work force, patterns of marriage and divorce and the proportion of households 
headed by women. Barnett et al (1997) state that given the stress that 
acculturated American families are experiencing, the stress level of non- 
acculturated Hispanic families would be assumed to be even higher because 
of the adjustment. Because stress is a risk factor for violence, it seems 
logical that they could be more vulnerable to intimate partner violence.
Phinney, Lochner, and Murphy (1990) also subscribe to the 
acculturative stress perspective and agree that stress during the acculturation 
process can lead to conflict because of possible contradictions between the 
individual’s ethnic culture and the dominant culture. Acculturative stressors 
include learning a new language and perceived discrimination toward one’s 
self and significant others (Vega, Zimmerman, Gil, Warheit, and Apospori
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1993) and may be higher or lower, depending on one’s acculturation level 
(Gil, Vega, and Dimas 1994).
Acculturation and Deviant Behavior
Research has found that acculturation is related to other types of 
deviant behavior. Bureil et al. (1982) used generation in the United States as 
a measure of acculturation. They found that third generation Hispanic males 
tended to engage in more delinquency than first or second-generation 
Hispanic males. A study by Samaniego and Gonzales (1999) found that a 
higher acculturation level was positively related to delinquency among a 
sample of 214 Mexican American seventh and eight graders students in the 
Phoenix area. Other research also has found an association between 
acculturation into American society and delinquency for Hispanic adolescents 
(Buriel, Calzada, and Vasquez 1982; Vega, Khoury, Zimmerman, Gil, and 
Warheit 1995).
Szapocznik and Kurtines (1980) found higher levels of acculturation 
among drug using Latino youths than their non-drug using peers. Vega et al. 
(1995) found higher rates of bad behavior among adolescent Hispanics born 
in America than among adolescent Hispanics born in foreign countries.
These studies suggest that the more acculturated an individual is to American 
society the higher the likelihood of delinquent behavior.
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Other studies found that youth who are more acculturated may have 
higher rates of delinquency because they spend more time with friends 
(Matsueda and Heimer 1987; Oetting and Beauvais 1986; Patterson, 
DeBaryshe, and Ramsey 1989). This could be because youths who are more 
acculturated are more involved in activities outside of the family.
Overall the studies reviewed indicate that as acculturation into 
American society increases, so does delinquent behavior. Reuschenberg 
and Buriel (1989) found that youth that are more acculturated were involved 
in more activities outside the family. It could also be possible that 
acculturation into American society has no effect on Mexican Americans. It is 
only the availability of peers to an individual who grows up in the United 
States that provides more opportunity to generate or participate in delinquent 
behavior.
It could be the case that new immigrants, out of economic necessity, 
have less contact with their children. Due to this lack of parental supervision, 
children of immigrants could have an increased amount of contact with their 
child peers. Child peers could have a negative as well as a positive influence 
on other children.
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Acculturation and Intimate Partner Violence
Previous research assessing the possible relationship between 
acculturation and intimate partner violence has produced conflicting results.
Jasinski (1998) found that being a third generation male or a male who 
had arrived in America at a young age was a good predictor of wife assault. 
Sorenson and Telles (1988) found that acculturation by males into American 
society increased the probability of violent behavior towards one’s spouse.
Farabee, Wallisch, and Maxwell (1995) interviewed 6,482 Hispanics 
and Non-Hispanics in Texas over the phone about the effects of acculturation 
on substance abuse. Specifically, this study analyzed the relationship 
between Hispanic culture and substance abuse among Hispanics that were 
not acculturated into American society. The findings indicated that highly 
acculturated Hispanics reported higher rates of alcohol and drug abuse than 
Mexican born Hispanics with a low acculturation level. Additionally, Hispanics 
cited the importance of the family and friends as a significant influence on 
their decision not to use alcohol and drugs.
Kantor et al. (1994b) found that when acculturation is measured by 
language preference (as is the case with this study) no relationship is found 
between acculturation and wife assault. But when looking at place of birth (as 
is also the case in this study) a relationship was found between acculturation 
and wife assault. This study combines language preference and place of 
birth to assess acculturation.
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On the other hand, Champion (1996) found abused Mexican American 
women had a lower level of cultural assimilation than non-abused women. 
Her sample consisted of 169 Mexican American women.
A comparative study of intimate partner violence among ethnic groups 
could provide further clarification to a body of literature and research that has 
produced mixed results. As was mentioned earlier mixed results could be a 
product of different samples that have been studied. With this in mind, two 
studies were reviewed that are similar to this study, the White and Koss 
(1991) study and the Rouse (1988). Based on the Rouse study and the 
acculturation literature reviewed it is hypothesized that:
HYPOTHESES
1) The rate of intimate partner violence is lower for Mexican Americans 
than Non-Mexicans.
2) The higher the acculturation into American Society the higher the 
probability of assaulting a partner for Mexican Americans.
ACCULTURATION SCALE 
In previous research acculturation has been operationalized with 
various indicators such as loyalty by use of ethnic identity and ethnic 
knowledge, behavior, and values. Although acculturation has many 
dimensions, language proficiency and preference have been shown to 
account for the largest segment of variance when measuring acculturation
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(Cuellar, Harris, and Jasso 1980; Olmedo and Padilla 1978; Rogler, Cortes, 
and Malgaday 1991). Szapocznic, Scopetta, Kurtines, and Aranalde (1978) 
measured acculturation by asking the following questions: What language do 
you speak at home? What language do you prefer to speak? Similarly Marin 
et. al (1987) and Szapocznic, Kurtines, and Fernandez (1980) relied heavily 
on language use as indicators of acculturation. Cuellar, Harris, and Jasso 
(1980) also assessed acculturation by asking language spoken and included 
items concerning where the respondent was raised.
Based on these results, this study measured acculturation using six 
questions that assessed place of birth, country of residence, and language 
spoken in different social settings. Scores for each question were 
standardized and combined. A high score indicates high acculturation level 
into American society. The following questions were used to measure 
acculturation.
Where were you born?
1 = United States 314 (91 %)
2 = Mexico 24 (7%)
3 = Other 9 (3%)
The question was dichotomized in the following way.
0 = Mexico/Other 33 (10%)
1 = United States 314 (90%)
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Where do you live?
1 = United States 338 (97%)
2 = Mexico 10 (3%)
3 = Other 0 (0%)
The question was dichotomized in the following way.
0 = Mexico/Other 10 (3%)
1 = United States 338 (97%)
What country are you a citizen of?
1 = United States 320 (92%)
2 = Mexico 9 (3%)
3 = Dual Citizen of Mexico/United States 8 (2%)
4 = Resident of the United States 7 (2%)
5 = Other 4 (1%)
This question is intended to rank individuals who are moving from their 
country of origin, such as Mexico, to America. Thus each step closer to 
American citizenship is an indication of a larger degree of acceptance into 
American culture (acculturation). The question was rank ordered in the 
following way.
Mexico/Other = 0
Resident of the United States = 1
Dual Citizen of Mexico/United States = 2
United States = 3
What language do you prefer to speak?
1 = Spanish all the time 8 (2%)
2 = Spanish most of the time 11 (3%)
3 = Spanish and English equally 74 (21%)
4 = English most of the time 87 (25%)
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What language do you speak at home?
1 = Spanish all the time 28 (8%)
2 = Spanish most of the time 37 (11 %)
3 = Spanish and English equally 51 (15%)
4 = English most of the time 53 (15%)
5 = English all of the time 178 (51 %)
What language do you speak with your friends?
1 = Spanish all the time 8 (2%)
2 = Spanish most of the time 15 (4%)
3 = Spanish and English equally 55 (16%)
4 = English most of the time 92 (26%)
5 = English all of the time 178 (51%)
What language do you speak at work?
1 = Spanish all the time 3 (1%)
2 = Spanish most of the time 9 (3%)
3 = Spanish and English equally 16 (16%)
4 = English most of the time 31 (31 %)
5 = English all of the time 174 (50%)
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Figure 3.2 Distribution of Acculturation Variable Quintiies
ntiles of acc2
Std. Dev = 1.33 
Mean = 2.7 
N =  288.00
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
ntiles of acc2
The seven questions were standardized by transforming them into Z 
scores, thus giving each question the same unit of measure when computing 
the scale scores (Bohmstedt and Knoke 1994). The scale is designed with 
higher scores indicating higher levels of acculturation into American society. 
The scale (Figure 3.1) was then transformed into quintiies, thus the range of 
the acculturation scale is from 1 to 5 (Figure 3.2). A score of 1 indicates low 
acculturation and a score of 5 indicates high acculturation. The acculturation 
variable was transformed into quintiies to simplify preliminary analysis such 
cross-tabulation. There are several reasons for using ANOVA. ANOVA tests 
differences in means of a measurement variable, across categories such as 
Black, White, Asian, Other. It also enables you to examine means that have 
been adjusted for all the other independent variables, and software permits
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tests of all possible interactions without the work of defining specific 
interaction terms.
Multinomial logistic regression was run using the two different versions 
of the acculturation variable to ensure that no information was lost in the 
analysis by due to grouping the scores into quintiies. No differences were 
found between the results using either versions of the acculturation variable. 
The quintile (ordinal) version is retained in subsequent analyses.
Only the Mexican American respondents were analyzed in this section. 
The Non-Mexican respondents scored the maximum on the acculturation 
scale and were dropped to allow variation in the analysis.
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Figure 3.3 Intimate Partner Violence By Type of 
V io lence  And Ethnicity
■  Mexican American 
□  Non - Mexican
No Violence Minor Severe
Violence Only Violence
M e x i c a n  A m e r i c a n  n  =  2 1 3
N o n - M e x i c a n  n  =  1 3  5
C h i - S q u a r e  0 . 1 5 8  p > . 0 5
RESULTS
Prevalence Rates of Intimate Partner Violence by Ethnicity
Figure 3.3 shows the prevalence rates of type of intimate partner 
violence by ethnic group. One fourth of the Mexican respondents reported 
minor assaults on their partners versus less than one fifth of the Non-Mexican
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respondents. In reference to severely assaulting their partners, a little over 
one tenth of the both groups (Non-Mexican and Mexican) reported committing 
this type of intimate partner violence, with the Mexican group reporting slightly 
higher prevalence rates. Therefore, the percentages indicate Mexicans have 
a slightly higher rate for minor assault. However, a chi-square test shows no 
statistically significant association between ethnicity and violence.
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T a b l e  3 . 1 .  C o r r e l a t i o n  O f  D e m o g r a p h i c  V a r i a b l e s  W i t h  A c c u l t u r a t i o n  F o r  M e x i c a n




0 = M a l e
1 = F e m a l e
. 1 4 * *
Age
1 = 1 8 ;  2 = 1 9 ;
3 = 2 0 ;  4 = 2 1 ;
5 =  2 2 - 2 4 ;  6 = 2 5 - 2 9 ;  
7 =  3 0 - 3 9 ;  8 = 4 0 - 4 9 ;  
9 = 50  o r  o l d e r
. 1 5 *
Socioeconomic Status
R a n g e  (3  t o  2 3 )
. 3 4 * *
Year In University
1 = F r e s h m a n
2 = S o p h o m o r e
3 = J u n i o r
4 = S e n i o r
. 1 3
Relationship Current
1 = C u r r e n t
2 = P r e v i o u s
- . 0 6
Cohabitation
0 = N o
1  = Y e s
. 1 2
Married
0 = D a t i n g / E n g a g e d
1 = M a r r i e d
. 1 5 *
Relationship Length
1 = L e s s  t h a n  1 m o n t h ;
2 = a b o u t  1 m o n t h ;
3 = a b o u t  2 m o n t h s ;
4 = 3  t o  5 m o n t h s ;
5 = 6 t o  11  m o n t h s ;
6 = a b o u t  1 y e a r ;
7 = m o r e  t h a n  1 y e a r  
b u t  l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;
8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;
9 = m o r e  t h a n  2 y e a r s  
b u t  l e s s  t h a n  4 y e a r s ;
1 0  = 4 y e a r s  o r  m o r e
. 0 7
Sexually Active
0 = N o
1 = Y e s
. 1 3
*  -  S i g n i f .  L E  . 0 5  * *  -  S i g n i f .  L E  . 0 1  { 2 - t a i l e d )
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ACCULTURATION 
Demographic Correlates Of Acculturation
The second column in table 3.1 (labeled “Acculturation”) gives the 
correlations of the demographic and control variables with acculturation 
score. The demographic variables that are significant are gender, 
socioeconomic status, and relationship status. In this study Mexican females 
scored higher on the acculturation scale than men. It was also found that 
Mexican respondents at a higher socioeconomic status level were more 
acculturated. Finally, married people are more acculturated than dating or 
engaged couples, perhaps because they are older and have had more time to 
become acculturated.
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T a b l e  3 . 2 .  A c c u l t u r a t i o n  S c o r e  B y  T y p e  O f  V i o l e n c e  F o r  











T o t a l
1 5 4 . 1 7 % 2 9 . 1 7 % 1 6 . 6 7 % 1 0 0 . 0 0 %  
n  = 48
2 70 . 2 1 % 2 3 . 4 0 % 6. 38% 1 0 0  .00% 
n  = 47
3 6 2 . 2 6 % 2 6 . 4 2 % 11 . 3 2 % 1 0 0 . 0 0 %  
n = 53
4 62 . 8 6 % 2 8 . 5 7 % 8 .57% 1 0 0 . 0 0  
n = 35
5 5 8 . 6 2 % 2 4 . 1 4 % 17 .24% 1 0 0 . 0 0  
n  = 2 9
T o t a l 6 1 . 7 9 % 2 6 . 4 2 % 11 . 7 9 % 1 0 0 . 0 0  
N -  2 1 2
P e a r s o n c h i 2 ( 8)  = 4 . 6 4 5 4 P r  = 0 . 7 9 5
Acculturation By Type Of Violence
Chi-square was used to test the association between the acculturation 
of Mexican respondents and type of violence. According to Sorenson and 
Telles (1988), as acculturation increases so should intimate partner violence. 
That is not what was found in the analysis. The chi-square test in Table 3.2 
indicates that there is no relationship between acculturation and type of 
violence for Mexican Americans.
It is important to mention that there appears to be a curvilinear relation 
in Table 3.2 where severe violence is highest at the low and high ends of the
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acculturation scale. It could be the case that intimate partner violence is 
prevalent in both societies (Mexican and American) equally, but while 
Mexican respondents are in a transitional stage (getting acculturated into 
American society from Mexican society) intimate partner violence decreases. 
Additionally, the implications for using linear regression modeling suggest that 
one should use a different statistical technique.
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T a b le  3 . 3 .  M u lt in o m ia l L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s io n  Of I n t im a te  P a r tn e r  
V io le n c e  On A c c u lt u r a t io n  S c o r e , G ender, A ge, S o c io -E c o n o m ic  S t a t u s ,  M a r ita l  
S t a t u s ,  and S o c ia l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  For M exican  A m erican s.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 1 8 3 . 5 1 8 7
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  
LR  c h i 2 ( 1 2 )  
P r o b  > c h i  2 





1 5 . 0 7
. 2 3 7 6
.0 3 9 4
RRR S t d . E r r . z P > | z | (95% C o n f .:I n t e r v a l )
A . M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
A c c u l t u r a t i o n  ( R a n g e  1  - 5 ) . 9 7 2 4 . 1 3 0 2 - 0 . 2 0 9 0 . 8 3 5 . 7 4 7 8 1 . 2 6 4 3
F e m a l e  = 1 . 8 8 9 8 . 3 1 1 2 - 0  . 3 3 4 0 . 7 3 9 . 4 4 8 2 1 . 7 6 6 2
A g e * . 8 9 8 5 . 0 8 9 7 - 1 . 0 7 0 0 . 2 8 5 . 7 3 8 9 1 . 0 9 2 9
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s 1 . 0 2 2 3 . 0 4 2 0 0 . 5 3 8 0 . 5 9 1 . 9 4 3 1 1 . 1 0 8 1
M a r r i e d  = 1 1 . 0 0 6 3 . 4 5 5 9 0 . 0 1 4 0 . 9 8 9 . 4 1 4 1 2 . 4 4 5 5
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g ?  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 4 4 3 . 0 3 2 0 - 1 . 6 8 5 0 . 0 9 2 . 8 8 3 4 1 . 0 0 9 3
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
A c c u l t u r a t i o n  R a n g e  (1  - 5 ) 1 . 1 5 5 4 . 2 2 9 8 0 . 7 7 6 0 . 4 3 8 . 7 9 1 7 1 . 7 1 5 3
F e m a l e  = 1 . 5 2 7 5 . 3 0 0 2 - 0 . 9 7 4 0 . 3 3 0 . 2 4 5 7 1 . 6 0 2 8
A g e * . 8 7 2 9 . 1 2 1 0 - 0 . 9 8 0 0 . 3 2 7 . 6 6 5 1 1 . 1 4 5 6
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s . 9 0 1 7 . 0 5 8 0 - 1 . 6 0 5 0 . 1 0 9 . 7 9 4 8 1 . 0 2 3 1
M a r r i e d  = 1 . 7 2 1 8 . 4 7 2 3 - 0 . 4 9 8 0 . 5 1 8 . 2 0 0 1 2 . 6 0 3 1
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 8 8 4 7 . 0 4 3 5 - 2 . 4 8 5 0 . 013 . 8 0 3 3 . 9 7 4 4
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p .  
* A g e  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n  1 
4 9 ; 9 = 5 0  o r  o l d e r .
= 1 8 ; 2 = 1 9 ; • 3 = 2 0 ; 4 = 2 1 ; 5 = 2 2 - 2 4 ; ■6=25 - 2 9 ;  7:= 3 0 - 3 9 ;  8 = 4 0 -
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Acculturation and Intimate Partner Assault
As was mentioned in the Methods chapter (2), the analysis for this 
study classified the respondents into three categories, those who did not 
assault their partner, those who committed minor assaults only, and those 
who committed severe assaults. Multinomial logistic regression was used to 
analyze the relationship between acculturation and intimate partner violence 
and to control for demographic variables that were found to be correlated with 
acculturation, such as gender, age, socioeconomic status, marital status, and 
social desirability. This will allow an examination of the unique effects of 
acculturation and to rule out spurious association caused by the demographic 
variables.
Table 3.3 gives the results of the multinomial logistic regression 
analysis used to test the hypothesis: The higher the acculturation into 
American Society the higher the probability of assaulting a partner for 
Mexican Americans. This hypothesis was not supported by the analysis.
Panel A shows that acculturation had no affect on the probability of a minor or 
severe assault on a partner for Mexican Americans even when controlling for 
gender, age, socioeconomic status, marital status, and social desirability.
Panel B also shows no relation of acculturation to severe assaults. It 
also shows that social desirability was significant in the regression model for 
severe violence. This is a good sign because the social desirability scale is 
intended to measure the truthfulness of the responses. The social desirability
66
permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
scale was used to control for a spurious relationship between the variables. 
The interpretation for social desirability in this model would be: The odds of 
severe violence being reported rather than none decrease about 11 % with 
each one unit increase in social desirability controlling for acculturation, 
gender age, socioeconomic status, and marital status.
A possible reason why no relationship was found between 
acculturation and intimate partner violence could be the population that is 
being examined. It could be the case that the Mexicans in this study are 
more acculturated because they are attempting to succeed in American 
society by attaining higher education. In order to succeed in the education 
system, one must acculturate to the expectations of the new society. This 
group is being exposed to a more worldly experience than other Mexican 
people who are not getting an education. Obtaining a higher education also 
increases one’s personal tool kit and external resources when attempting to 
solve a problem. Additionally, the respondents that are being studied are 
university students in an institution that teaches in English and also 
symbolizes the mainstream culture. All of the respondents have the most 
important indicators in the acculturation scale, fluent use of English language. 
This could restrict the range of acculturation score. Therefore, using this 
measure could indicate that there are no respondents who scored the lowest 
possible score on the acculturation scale because there are no respondents 
who do not speak English.
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Please note that the model in Table 3.3 as a whole is not significant. 
These variables (except for measurement error) do not predict intimate 
partner violence well.
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter examined ethnic differences between Mexican Americans 
and Non-Mexican respondents in reference to acculturation and to prevalence 
rates of intimate partner violence.
Limitations of Acculturation Scale
Acculturation was measured entirely by residence in the United States, 
citizenship of the United States, and English and Spanish language usage. 
This type of measure does not directly measure any of the norms and values 
of Mexican respondents. Hence it could be the case that in the general 
population a high score on this specific acculturation scale could reflect only a 
change in language usage while still retaining Mexican values. This 
especially could be the case among the general population of Mexican 
Americans with a low education level whereas Mexican American students in 
this study by the very nature of what they are doing (getting an education) are 
acquiring Anglo-American values.
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Ethnic Differences In Partner Assault
The hypothesis that the rate of intimate partner violence is lower for 
Mexican Americans than for Non-Mexicans was not supported. While the 
rate of intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans appears higher than 
for the Non-Mexican respondents (26% versus 18%) for minor assault, and is 
approximately the same for severe violence a chi-square test indicates that 
there were no statistically significant differences between ethnic group and 
types of intimate partner violence. As was mentioned earlier this finding is 
consistent with the White and Koss (1991) study that also examined college 
students and found no differences among ethnic groups.
This finding differs from two previous studies. Rouse (1988) who 
studied respondents from two southwestern universities found that Hispanic 
students in a southwestern university reported the lowest rates of abuse, 
followed by white and then black respondents.
This finding was not consistent with Benson, Fox, Demans, Wyk 
(2000) who studied a nationally representative sample of couples and found 
that Hispanic respondents had the lowest rates of domestic violence when 
compared to White and Black respondents.
Acculturation and Partner Assault
Correlation analysis was used to analyze how demographic and 
control variables are related to acculturation. The analysis found that
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Mexican American females are more acculturated into American society than 
Mexican American males. Additionally as age, socioeconomic status, and 
marital status increase, acculturation into American society also increases.
Cross tabular analysis found that no matter what the respondent 
scored on the acculturation scale, intimate partner violence did not change 
significantly. Multinomial logistic regression controlling for gender, age, 
socioeconomic status, marital status, and social desirability was used to 
analyze the relationship between acculturation and intimate partner violence. 
The hypothesis: The higher the acculturation into American Society, the 
higher the probability of assaulting a partner for Mexican Americans was not 
supported. These results contradict the study by Sorenson and Telles (1991). 
They found that Mexican Americans born in the United States had the highest 
rates of intimate partner violence when compared to Non-Hispanic Whites. 
Perhaps the difference between this study and the Sorensen and Telles study 
occurs because, by virtue of being in a major English language university, 
there are no truly low acculturated respondents in this sample.
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CHAPTER 4 
CRIMINAL HISTORY
This chapter will provide data that can help answer the question of 
whether criminal history is related to partner assault. Some studies of 
intimate partner violence have found that most assailants do not commit 
violent acts outside the family suggesting that assaults on partners are a 
specialized type of crime. Conversely, other studies have found that partner 
assailants have a history of criminal tendencies. This suggests that partner 
violence is part of a general tendency to criminal behavior.
Two aspects of criminal history were investigated in this chapter. First, 
the role that violent and property crime has on intimate partner violence. 
Second, the role that early and later onset of criminal history has on intimate 
partner violence. Four important questions were addressed:
1. Are there differences between Mexican Americans and Non- 
Mexicans in criminal history? According to the Uniform Crime report 
minorities account for 47% of arrests for crimes of violence and 34% of 
arrests for property crime even though they only make up less than one fourth 
of the entire United States population.
2. Is there a difference between Mexican Americans and Non- 
Mexicans in the relation between criminal history and partner assault?
3. Is crime that was committed early in life more closely related to 
partner assault than crime committed later in life? It could be the case, that
71
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
criminal tendencies are learned and developed early in life and continue 
through adulthood. To a certain extent, young people are in their formative 
years and learn how to interact with others early in life.
4. Is previous violent crime more closely related to partner assault 
than previous property crime? Intuitively one would expect people who 
commit violent crimes to be more likely to be violent with their partners than 
people who commit property crimes.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Race and Crime
There is not much research comparing Hispanics with other ethnic 
groups in respect to crime. For example, the Uniform Crime Reports do not 
compile data on Hispanics. It only uses two ethnic categories, African 
American and White. Yet this is the primary sources of crime data in the 
United States (Martinez 1999). Furthermore, The National Crime 
Victimization Survey shows that Hispanics are more likely than Non-Hispanic 
Anglos to fall victim to robbery and personal theft. Additionally, Hispanics are 
more likely to suffer violent crimes than Non-Hispanic Anglos (Martinez 1999).
Lyon, Henggeler, and Hall (1992) investigated the relationships among 
family and peer relations and criminal activities of 131 White and Hispanic 
gang members. Their findings indicated that higher rates of general and
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home delinquency (damage to famiiy property, theft of family property) for 
Whites than for Hispanics.
Studies of Specificity of Types of Crime
The criminal history of partner assailants is part of a more general 
issue of criminal specialization. Research on whether individuals tend to 
specialize in one type of crime has raised the issue of what proportion are 
specialists and what proportion are criminals in general.
Farrington, Snyder, and Finnegan (Farrington 1989) found only a small 
degree of specialization in type of crime (about 20%) among 70,000 juvenile 
offenders. Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin’s (1972) study compared two 
Philadelphia cohorts. They found no evidence of specialization in one type of 
crime among their sample of juvenile delinquents. Hamparian (1985), in his 
study of 1,222 youth in Columbus, Ohio, found that those who did commit 
crimes tended to also engage in forms of crime other than the one for which 
they had been arrested. Furthermore, other studies have found no pattern of 
specialization among deviant youths (Laub 1984; Shelden, Horvath, and 
T racy 1989).
Research On Criminal History And Intimate Partner Violence
Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart’s (1994) review of male batterer 
typologies identified three subtypes: Family Only batterer,
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Dysphoric/Borderline batterer, and Generally Violent/Antisocial batterer. One 
of the characteristics distinguishing between the types is whether there is a 
history of criminal acts outside the family.
The, generally violent/antisocial batterer is most likely to engage in 
extra-familial violence and have a more extensive history of criminal behavior. 
The generally violent/antisocial batterer is also more likely to have problems 
with alcohol and drug abuse. The Family Only batterer is the least likely of 
the three subtypes to engage in violence outside the family and have related 
legal problems.
Moffit et al. (2000) investigated intimate partner violence (psychological 
and physical) and its relation to other crime. The sample was drawn from the 
Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Development Study, a longitudinal study 
that examined the health, development, and behavior of a cohort of 1,037 
individuals born between April, 1 1972 and March, 1973, in Dunedin, New 
Zealand. The Dunedin sample participants were re-interviewed every two 
years until the age of 21. From this group a sample of 815 individuals were 
analyzed. The results revealed a significant relation between partner abuse 
and other crime. It is important to note that New Zealand and the United 
States have comparable prevalence rates of assault, rape, robbery, burglary, 
and auto theft populations.
Buzawa, Hotaling, Klein, and Byrne (1999) reviewed court records for 
353 cases of male to female domestic violence. Eighty five percent of those
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interviewed had a history of assaultive behavior, property crimes, and drug or 
alcohol use. Delucia, Owens, Will, and McCoin (1999) evaluated the arrest 
history of 168 offenders enrolled in a treatment program for domestic 
violence. They found that 76% of their population had some kind of arrest 
history. Shields, McCall, and Hanneke (1988) analyzed 61 people convicted 
of intimate partner violence and found that 66% had committed some violent 
act outside of the family setting and 41% had used drugs in the past. 
Jacobson and Gottman (1998) studied 140 couples who had experienced 
some form of intimate partner violence in their relationship. In their research 
they found that 27% of the assailants had a history of violence.
An explanation for the difference in the percent of individuals who 
committed assaults against a partner and have a criminal history could be in 
the populations studied, specifically whether the research studied persons 
apprehended for intimate partner violence or persons who reported intimate 
partner violence in a self report survey.
Studies of Early Onset o f Crime
Some criminology theories tend to assume that similar factors affect 
the offender regardless of their age. However, developmental theories of 
crime assume that age is a crucial factor for understanding criminal behavior. 
They explain crime through a life course lens that follows a person’s 
progression from childhood to adolescence to adulthood. Developmental
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theories take age of onset into account when explaining why some people 
commit crimes and continue while other people stop committing crimes.
One of the earliest studies that found an association between criminal 
activity at an early age (early onset) and a life-long pattern of crime studied 
500 children in the Cambridge-Somerville Youth Study (Glueck and Glueck 
1950; McCord 1991). Since then, numerous studies have found similar 
results. For example, Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin (1972) followed 9,945 boys 
born in Philadelphia in 1945. They found chronic juvenile offenders had an 
80% chance of becoming adult criminal offenders. Additionally, Laub and 
Sampson (1990) found that juvenile criminals were four times more likely to 
become adult offenders than juveniles who do not commit crimes.
Conversely, individuals with no juvenile arrests had only an 18% chance of 
being arrested as an adult. These findings show that people who commit 
crimes early in life are more likely to commit a crime later in life. This chapter 
examines whether that also applies to intimate partner violence.
The first and third hypothesis was derived from Martinez (1999) who 
found that there is a lack research concerning minorities and crime. 
Additionally, the Moffit et al. (2000) study found an association between 
criminal history and intimate partner violence.
The second and fifth hypothesis was derived from Holtzworth-Munroe 
and Stewart (1994) who identified male batters who had a history of criminal 
activity.
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The fourth hypothesis was derived from the Laud and Sampson (1990) 
study that found that juvenile criminals were four times more likely to become 
adult offenders than juveniles who do not commit crimes.
HYPOTHESES
1) Criminal history is more prevalent for Mexican Americans than for Non- 
Mexicans.
2) The more crimes committed in the past, the higher the probability of 
physically assaulting a partner.
3) A criminal history is more associated with an increased risk of intimate 
partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans.
4) Early onset crime is more associated with an increased risk of intimate 
partner violence than criminal behavior beginning later in life.
5) Previous violent crime is more associated with an increased risk of 
intimate partner violence than property crime.
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Figure 4.1. Item s In The C rim inal H istory Scale




Before age 15,1 stole or tried 
to steal something worth more 
than 50 dollars.
Before age 15,1 stole money 
(From anyone, including family).
Before age 15,1 physically attacked 
someone with the idea of 
seriously hurting them.
Before age 15, I carried a hidden 
weapon other than a plain pocket 
knife (when not necessary for job).
Later
Crime
Since age 15,1 have stolen or 
tried to steal something worth 
more than 50 dollars.
Since age 15, I have stolen money 
(From anyone, including family).
Since age 15,1 physically attacked 
someone with the idea of seriously 
hurting them.
Since age 15,1 have carried a 
hidden weapon other than a plain 
pocket knife (when not necessary 
for job).
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Table 4.1. Reliability Analysis Of Criminal History Scale And Subscales (N = 348)
Question
Item-Total Correlation (Corrected)
Total Property Violent Early 
Scale Scale Scale Scale
Later
Scale
Before age 15, I stole money 
(from anyone, including family).
.53 .56 .49
Since age 15,1 have stolen money 
(from anyone, including family).
.56 .62 .43
Before age 15,1 physically 
attacked someone with the 
ideal of seriously hurting them.
.57 .65 .46
Since age 15, I have physically 
attacked someone with the 
idea of seriously hurting them.
.55 .61 .46
Before age 15, I stole or tried 
to steal something worth more 
than $50.00.
.55 .61 .49
Since the age 15,1 have stolen 
or tried to steal something 
worth more than $50.00.
.52 .53 .52
Before age 15, I carried a 
hidden weapon other than a 
plain pocket knife (when not 
necessary for my job).
.50 .53 .45
Since age 15, I have carried a 
hidden weapon other than a 
plain pocket knife ( when not 
necessary for my job).
.47 .54 .41
Alpha .81 .77 .77 .68 .67
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CRIMINAL HISTORY SCALES
The measuring instrument used to assess Criminal History is the 
Criminal History scale of the Personal and Relationship Profile (PRP). The 
PRP is a 22-point instrument designed to measure risk factors for partner 
assault. The PRP consists of a series of statements about the characteristics 
of a dating relationship (such as communication patterns) and characteristics 
of the respondent (such as crimes committed).
The Criminal History scale was constructed by using a two-by-two 
design in which early and later crime is crossed with property and violent 
crimes. The questions are given in Figure 4.1.





To create the Criminal History scale, the items in Figure 4.1 were first 
dichotomized into indicator variables by assigning a score of 0 if the 
respondent answered strongly disagree or disagree, and a score of 1 for any 
other response. The eight items were summed to create the overall Criminal 
History Scale (range 0 - 8). The bottom row of Table 4.1 shows that the alpha 
coefficient of reliability for the 8-item total scale is .81.
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Early and Later Criminal History Subscales
The early onset crime sub-scale measures crimes committed by the 
respondent up until the age of 14. This is older than the age used in some 
other studies to make the distinction between early and later crime. The age 
of 14 was chosen as a marker between early and later onset crime in order to 
be consistent with the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of the American 
Psychiatric Association. The manual uses the age before and after the age of 
15 as a criterion when assessing an antisocial personality. Additionally, the 
measuring instrument (Personal and Relationship Profile) is completed by 
adults. Thus the accuracy of the data based on recall of earlier life events 
was of concern.
The Subscales for Early and Later Criminal History (range 0 - 4) were 
also computed (Table 4.1). The column labeled Early Scale shows that this 
subscale had an alpha of .68 using four questions. The last column on the 
right shows that the Later Criminal History subscale had an alpha of .67.
Property Crime and Violent Crime Subscales
Subscales for Property Crime and Violent Crime were also computed 
(Table 4.1). The columns labeled Property Scale and Violent Scale show that 
the alpha coefficient of reliability for both subscales was .77.
According to the reliability analysis there were no bad items in any of 
the scales, that is items that contribute more error variance than trait
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variance, in fact, when a question was deieted from any scale, the alpha 
coefficient of reliability decreased. This is a good indication that the sub 
scales are measuring what they are supposed to.
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T a b l e  4 . 2  C r i m i n a l  A c t s  C o m m i t t e d  F o r  C o m b i n e d  S a m p l e  Of  
M e x i c a n  A m e r i c a n s  And N o n - M e x i c a n s  (N = 34 8)
P e r c e n t  o f
T o t a l
C r i m e  (N=348)
N o n - M e x i c a n  
( n = 1 3 5 )
M e x i c a n
( n = 2 1 3 )
C h i - S q u a r e  
(N=34 8)
S t o l e  m o n e y  b e f o r e  15 4 1 39 42 . 5 4 5
S t o l e  m o n e y  a f t e r  
A g e  15 34 34 35 . 898
A t t a c k e d  s o m e o n e  t o  
h u r t  t h e m  b e f o r e  
a g e  15 33 32 33 . 7 7 4
A t t a c k e d  s o m e o n e  t o  h u r t  
t h e m  a f t e r  a g e  15 38 37 39 . 7 8 9
S t o l e  s o m e t h i n g  
Wor th  l e s s  t h a n  $ 5 0  
B e f o r e  a g e  15 21 17 23 . 1 5 1
S t o l e  s o m e t h i n g  w o r t h  
L e s s  t h a n  $ 5 0  a f t e r  
a g e  15 27 27 26 . 7 8 9
C a r r i e d  h i d d e n  w e a p o n  
b e f o r e  a g e  15 22 22 20 . 6 46
C a r r i e d  h i d d e n  w e a p o n  
A f t e r  a g e  15 20 20 21 . 9 0 1
Mean Number o f  C r i m e s 2 . 3 2 . 3 2 . 4 3
M e d i a n  Number  o f  C r i m e s 2 2 1
* p < = . 0 5 ,  * * p < = . 0 1 ,  * * * p < = . 0 0 1  ( A l l  n o n - s i g n i f i c a n t )
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PREVALENCE OF CRIMINAL HISTORY
Table 4.2 displays the prevalence rates for each specific criminal act 
that was committed by Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans. Additionally, 
it tests whether criminal history is more prevalent in one ethnic group. The 
total column shows that over a third of all the respondents stole money before 
and after the age of 15. Looking at the same column, a third or more of all 
respondents attacked someone intending to hurt them before and after the 
age of 15. Less than one fourth of the respondents stole something worth 
less than 50 dollars before the age of 15 and a little over one fourth stole 
something worth less than 50 dollars after the age of 15. A little less than one 
fourth of the respondents carried a hidden weapon before and after the age of 
15. These high rates of criminal acts committed are consistent with other 
studies of self-reported crime (Farrington 1989; Robinson and Zaitzow 1999).
Overall table 4.2 shows that there were no large differences in the 
crimes committed by Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans. A chi-square 
test was used to assess whether there was a significant difference in criminal 
acts committed between Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans. The chi- 
square test revealed no statistically significant differences between ethnic 
groups, as can be seen in the column on the right side of table 4.2.
Therefore, no support for Hypothesis 1 was found.
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T a b l e  4 . 3  C o r r e l a t i o n  O f  D e m o g r a p h i c  V a r i a b l e s  W i t h  C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  O f  C o m b i n e d  
S a m p l e  O f  M e x i c a n  A m e r i c a n s  A n d  N o n - M e x i c a n s  (N = 3 4 8 ) .
Demographic and AGE ONSET TYPE OF CRIME
Control Variables Total EARLY LATE PROPERTY VIOLENT
Ethnicity
1  = M e x i c a n
. 0 2 . 04 . 0 0 . 0 4 . 0 0
Gender
1  = F e m a l e
- . 3 1 * * - . 2 9 * * -  . 3 0 * * - . 2 0 * * - . 3 5 * *
Age**** . 04 . 0 6 . 01 . 0 3 . 0 4
Socio-Economic
Status
R a n g e  (3 t o  2 3 )
- . 0 2 -  . 0 6 . 0 2 - . 0 2 -  . 01
Year In 
University
1  = F r e s h m a n
2  = S o p h o m o r e
3 = J u n i o r
4  = S e n i o r
-  . 0 5 -  . 04 -  . 05 -  . 0 3 - . 0 6
Relationship
Current
1  = C u r r e n t
2  = P r e v i o u s
. OS . 05 . 0 7 . 0 8 . 0 3
Cohabita.tion
0 = N o ;  1 = Y e s
-  . 0 8 -  . 0 7 -  . 0 7 -  . 0 7 -  . 0 7
Married
0 = D a t i n g / E n g a g e d
1 = M a r r i e d
-  . 0 7 -  . 0 4 -  . 0 8 -  . 04 -  . 07
Relationship
Length***** -  . 06 -  . 03 -  . 0 9 -  . 0 7 - . 0 4
Sexually Active
0 = N o ;  1 = Y e s
. 0 6 . 05 . 06 . 0 5 . 0 5
*  -  S i g n i f .  L E  . 0 5  * *  -  S i g n i f .  L E  . 0 1  ( 2 - t a i l e d )
* * * * C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  A g e  1 = 1 8 ;  2 = 1 9 ;  3 = 2 0 ;  4 = 2 1 ;  5 = 2 2 - 2 4 ;  6 = 2 5 - 2 9 ;  7 =
3 0 - 3 9 ;  8 = 4 0 - 4 9 ;  9 =  5 0  o r  o l d e r
* * * * * C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h  1 = L e s s  t h a n  1 m o n t h ;  2 = a b o u t  1 m o n t h ;  
3 =  a b o u t  2 m o n t h s ;  4  = 3 t o  5 m o n t h s ;  5 = 6 t o  1 1  m o n t h s ;  5 = a b o u t  1  y e a r ;  7 = m o r e
t h a n  1 y e a r  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;  8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;  9 = m o r e  t h a n  2 y e a r s  b u t  l e s s
t h a n  4 y e a r s ; 1 0 =  4 y e a r s  o r  m o r e
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DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF CRIMINAL HISTORY 
Total Criminal History
The first column in table 4.3 labeled “Total” gives the correlations 
between total Criminal History score and the demographic variables. The 
only demographic variable that was significant is gender. Females have 
lower Criminal History scores than males, which is consistent with many 
previous studies.
Early, Later, Property, and Violent Criminal History
Table 4.3 also gives the correlation between the Criminal History 
subscales and demographic variables. Gender was the only demographic 
variable that is statistically related to the Criminal History subscales. Females 
had less early criminal history than males (crime committed before the age of 
15) and less later criminal history than males (crime committed after the age 
of 15). Females were also less likely to have engaged in either property 
crime or violent crime than males. This is consistent with many other studies 
that have found lower crime rates for women (Steffensmeier 1996).
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Table 4.4. Multinomial Logistic Regression Of Intimate Partner Violence On
Criminal History, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans And Non-Mexicans), Gender,
And Social Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  Number o f  obs  = 348
LR c h i 2 (8) = 1 8 .5 5
Prob > c h i 2  = 0 . 0 1 7 4
Log l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 9 1 . 2 8 1 1 7  Pseudo R2 = 0 . 0 3 0 9
RRR S t d .  Err. z P> | z | (95% Conf. I n t e r v a l )
A. Minor V i o l e n c e
CH T o t a l
(Range 0 -8 ) . 9824 .05895 -0 .296 0 . 767 .8733 1 . 1 0 5 0
Mexican  = 1 1 . 9 9 6 7 .57912 2 .384 0 . 0 1 7 1 . 1 3 1 0 3 . 5 2 5 3
Female = 1 . 8328 .23744 - 0 . 6 4 2 0 . 5 2 1 .4762 1 . 4 5 6 2
S o c i a l




.02790 - 2 . 4 7 8 0 . 013 . 8750 . 9845
B. S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
CH T o t a l
Range (0-8) 1 . 1 6 8 7 . 0853 2 . 1 3 5 0 . 0 3 3 1 . 0 1 2 9 1 . 3 4 8 6
Mexican = 1 1 . 2 3 6 2 .4551 0 .576 0 . 5 6 5 .6008 2 .54 3 7
Female  = 1 1 . 4 7 0 5 . 5710 0 . 9 9 3 0 .321 .6869 3 .1 4 7 7
S o c i a l
D e s i r a b i l i t y  
Range (13
.9 61 1  . 
-52)
0386 - 0 . 9 8 7 0 .324 .8883 1 .03 98
No V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  co m p a r i so n  grou p.
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Figure 4.2. Predicted Probability Of Severely Assaulting A Partner By Total 
Criminal History Score For Combined Sample of Mexican Americans and Non- 












3 4 5 72 6 80 1
Criminal History Score
CRIMINAL HISTORY AND PARTNER ASSAULT 
Total Criminal History
As was mentioned in the methods chapter, the analysis for this study 
classified the respondents into three categories: Those who did not assault 
their partner (0 = None), those who committed a minor assault only on their
88
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
partner but no severe assault (1 = Minor only), and those who committed a 
severe assault on their partner (2 = Severe). Multinomial logistic regression 
was used to analyze the relationship between criminal history, ethnicity, and 
intimate partner violence.
Table 4.4 displays the output from the first multinomial logistic 
regression. Only variables that were correlated with criminal history were 
included in this regression model. Once again to remind the reader the 
strategy of chapters 3, 4, 5, is to establish a causal order described in Figure 
1.1. The column labeled RRR shows the relative risk ratios, which resemble 
the odds ratios given by logistic regression (Hamilton 1998). This model 
estimates the odds of no violence, minor assaults, or severe assaults based 
on a respondent’s criminal history score when controlling for ethnicity, gender, 
and social desirability. For minor violence (Panel A) Criminal History was not 
significant.
Ethnicity and social desirability were significant. The odds of a minor 
assault on a partner almost double when the respondent was Mexican 
American, controlling for criminal history, gender, and social desirability.
Panel B shows the predictors of severe violence. The results indicate 
that criminal history was associated with severe assaults on a partner. The 
odds of a severe assault on a partner increased about 16% with each one- 
point increase in criminal history, controlling for ethnicity, gender, and social 
desirability.
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Figure 4.2 displays the relation that criminal history had to severe 
violence. It shows that as a respondent’s criminal history score increased, 
the probability of severely assaulting an intimate partner also increased for 
both ethnic groups at about the same rate, controlling for social desirability.
The analysis in Table 4.4 also tested the hypothesis that criminal 
history was more associated with an increased risk of intimate partner 
violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans. This hypothesis was 
not supported. The hypothesis was tested in two ways: First, predicted 
probabilities were obtained and graphed to show the relation of the Criminal 
History scale to the probability of partner assault. The plot lines in Figure 4.2 
are almost identical for Mexican Americans and Non-Mexican respondents for 
severe assaults. Second, an interaction term was created by multiplying the 
Criminal History Scale variable by the ethnic group variable. It was not 
significantly related to minor or severe assaults (See Appendix C). Thus, no 
support was found for Hypothesis 3.
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Table 4.5. Multinomial Logistic Regression of Intimate Partner Violence On Early
Criminal History, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans), Gender, and Social
Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 9 0 . 7 7 4 3
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  
L R  c h i 2 ( 8 )  
P r o b  > c h i 2  
P s e u d o  R2
3 4 8
1 9 . 5 7
0 . 0 1 2 1
0 . 0 3 2 5
RRR S t d .  E r r . z P > | z | (95% C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A .  M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
CH E a r l y  ( R a n g e  0 - 4 ) . 9 1 7 3 . 1 0 0 6 - 0 . 7 8 6 0 . 4 3 2 . 7 3 9 7  1 . 1 3 7 4
M e x i c a n  = 1 2 . 0 3 4 9 . 5 9 1 8 2 . 4 4 3 0 . 0 1 5 1 . 1 5 0 8  3 . 5 9 8 4
F e m a l e  = 1 . 8 0 1 1 . 2 2 5 7 - 0 . 7 8 4 0 . 4 3 3 . 4 5 0 0  1 . 3 9 5 0
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 2 4 9 . 0 2 6 9 - 2 . 6 7 6 0 . 0 0 7 . 8 7 3 5  . 9 7 9 3
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
CH E a r l y  R a n g e  ( 0  -  4 ) 1 . 3 1 8 5 . 1 7 1 0 2 . 1 3 2 0 . 033 1 . 0 2 2 6  1 . 7 0 0 4
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 2 3 9 5 . 4 5 6 0 0 . 5 8 4 0 . 5 5 9 . 6 0 2 7  2 . 5 4 9 2
F e m a l e  -  1 1 . 4 2 0 1 . 5 4 2 4 0 . 9 1 8 0 . 3 5 8 . 6 7 1 7  3 . 0 0 2 3
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 5 4 9 . 0 3 7 6 - 1 . 1 6 9 0 . 2 4 3 . 8 8 3 8  1 . 0 3 1 7
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p .
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Table 4.6. Multinomial Logistic Regression of Intimate Partner Violence On Late
Criminal History, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans), Gender And Social
Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 9 2 . 1 7 7 8
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  
LR c h i 2 ( 8 )  
P r o b  > c h i 2 
P s e u d o  R2
=
3 4 8  
16  . 76  
0 . 0 3 2 7  
0 . 0 2 7 9
RRR S t d .  E r r . z P > ! z |  (95% C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A . . M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
CH L a t e  ( R a n g e  0 - 4 ) 1 . 0 2 9 4 . 1 1 6 6 0 . 2 5 6 0 . 7 9 8 . 8 2 4 4 1 . 2 8 5 5
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 9 6 0 6 . 5 6 6 4 2 . 3 3 1 0 . 020 1 . 1 1 3 0 3 . 4 5 3 8
F e m a l e  = 1 .8 7 4 3 .2 4 8 2 - 0 . 4 7 3 0 . 6 3 6 . 5 0 1 1 1 . 5 2 5 3
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 3 4 1 . 0 2 8 4 - 2 . 2 3 7 0 . 0 2 5 . 8 8 0 0 . 9 9 1 5
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
CH L a t e  ( R a n g e  0 - 4 ) 1 . 2 9 9 1 . 1 8 6 1 1 . 8 2 7 0 . 0 6 8 . 9 8 1 1 1 . 7 2 0 3
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 2 8 2 1 . 4 6 9 3 0 . 6 7 9 0 . 4 9 7 . 6 2 5 6 2 . 6 2 7 2
F e m a l e  = 1 1 . 4 0 8 6 . 5 4 4 9 0 . 8 8 6 0 . 3 7 6 . 6 5 9 9 3 . 0 0 6 7
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 5 8 5 . 0 3 3 3 - 1 . 0 5 8 0 . 2 9 0 . 8 8 6 3 1 . 0 3 6 6
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p .
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Table 4.7. Multinomial Logistic Regression of Intimate Partner Violence On Property
Criminal History, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans), Gender, And Social
Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 9 0 . 6 5 1 3
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  
LR  c h i 2 ( 8 )  
P r o b  > c h i 2  






3 4 8  
1 9  . 81  
.0  1 1 1  
. 0 3 3 0
RRR S t d .  E r r z P■ > |z | (95% C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A . M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
CH P r o p e r t y  ( R a n g e  0 - 4 ) 1 . 0 3 2 7 . 1 0 5 7 0 . 3 1 5 0 . 7 53 . 8 4 5 0 1 . 2 6 2 2
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 9 5 4 1 . 5 6 6 6 2 . 3 1 0 0 . 0 2 1 1 . 1 0 6 9 3 . 4 4 9 8
F e m a l e  = 1 . 8 7 0 0 . 2 3 9 9 - 0 . 5 0 5 0 . 6 1 4 . 5 0 6 7 1 . 4 9 3 6
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 3 4 6 . 0 2 8 0 - 2  . 2 5 2 0 . 0 2 4 . 8 8 1 2 . 9 9 1 2
B . S e v e r e V i o l e n c e
CH P r o p e r t y  ( R a n g e  0 - 4 ) 1 . 3 8 1 4 . 1 7 7 3 2 . 5 1 7 0 . 0 1 2 1 . 0 7 4 1 1 . 7 7 6 7
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 2 1 2 3 . 4 4 7 0 0 . 5 2 2 0 . 6 0 2 . 5 8 8 5 2 . 4 9 7 3
F e m a l e  = 1 1 . 3 7 7 1 . 5 1 8 8 0 . 8 4 9 0 . 3 9 6 . 6 5 8 0 2 . 8 8 1 9
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 6 7 9 . 0 3 9 2 - 0 . 8 0 4 0 . 4 2 2 . 8 9 4  0 1 . 0 4 7 9
N o  v i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p .
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Table 4.8. Multinomial Logistic Regression of Intimate Partner Violence On Violent
Criminal History, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans), Gender, And Social
Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 9 2 . 5 2 4 1 2
N u m b e r  o f  o b s
LR C h i 2 ( 8 )
P r o b  > c h i  2 
P s e u d o  R2
=
3 4 8  
1 6 . 0 7  
0 . 0 4 1 4  
0 . 0 2 6 7
RRR S t d .  E r r z P > | z |  (95% C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A . M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
CH V i o l e n t  ( R a n g e  0 - 4 ) . 9 1 6 7 . 0 9 6 3 - 0 . 8 2 7 0 . 4 0 8 . 7 4 6 0 1 . 1 2 6 5
M e x i c a n  = 1 2 . 0 1 2 4 . 5 8 1 9 2 . 4 1 8 0 . 0 1 6 1 . 1 4 1 7 3 . 5 4 7 2
F e m a l e  = 1 .7 8 4 4 . 2 2 7 0 - 0 . 8 3 9 0 . 4 0 2 . 4 4 4 7 1 . 3 8 3 3
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 2 4 8 . 0 2 6 8 - 2 . 6 8 7 0 . 0 0 7 . 8 7 3 5 . 9 7 9 0
B . S e v e r e V i o l e n c e
CH V i o l e n t  ( R a n g e  0 - 4 )  1 . 1 6 2 2 . 1 4 8 0 1 . 1 8 1  0 . 2 3 8 . 9 0 5 5 1 . 4 9 1 7
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 3 2 8 3 . 4 8 4 7 0 . 7 7 8 0 . 4 3 7 . 6 4 9 6 2 . 7 1 6 0
F e m a le  = 1 1 . 3 2 7 0 . 5 1 7 0 0 . 7 2 6 0 . 4 6 8 . 6 1 8 3 2 . 8 4 7 9
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 4 3 3 . 0 3 6 2 - 1 . 5 1 9 0 . 1 2 9 . 8 7 4 8 1 . 0 1 7 0
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p .
Early and Later Crime
Tables 4.5 and 4.6 show two multinomial logistic regressions to test 
the hypothesis that early onset crime is more associated with an increased 
risk of intimate partner violence than criminal behavior beginning later in life. 
This hypothesis was barely supported because the relative risk ratio for later 
onset was almost as high, and it was almost significant. Comparing the rows 
labeled CH Early (Table 4.5 Panel B) and CH Late (Table 4.6 Panel B), only
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CH Early (Table 4.5 Panel B) for severe violence have a significant effect in 
this model. Looking at the column labeled RRR (Table 4.5 Panel B) and the 
row labeled CH Early for severe violence, the odds of a severe assault rather 
than no violence were multiplied by 31 % with each 1 unit increase in criminal 
history, controlling for ethnicity, gender, and social desirability. Crime 
committed early in life was a somewhat better predictor of severe intimate 
partner violence.
Property and Violent Crime
Tables 4.7 and 4.8 show multinomial logistic regressions to test the 
hypothesis that previous violent crime is more associated with an increased 
risk of intimate partner violence than property crime. This hypothesis was not 
supported, the opposite was found but again only for severe violence. The 
results show that property crime was more closely linked to severe intimate 
partner violence than violent crime. In fact violent crime was not significant 
for either minor or severe intimate partner violence (See Appendix C).
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
This study analyzed a sample of 348 undergraduate students from two 
southwestern universities to determine to what extent those who physically 
assaulted a partner had a history of crime and whether this relationship 
differed for early crime, later crime, property crime, and violent crime. It also
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assessed whether there were differences between Mexican American and 
Non-Mexican respondents. The high prevalence of prior crime reported by 
the respondents (range 20% to 39%) is consistent with other research on self- 
reported crime (Farrington 1989; Robinson and Zaitzow 1999).
Correlation analysis was used to analyze the relation of demographic 
and control variables to criminal history. The only variable that was correlated 
with the Total Criminal History scale and subscales was gender. Females 
had less of a criminal history than males.
Five hypotheses were tested:
1) Criminal history is more prevalent for Mexican Americans than for 
Non-Mexicans. This hypothesis was not supported.
2) The more crimes committed in the past, the higher the probability of 
physically assaulting a partner. Support for this hypothesis was found but 
only for severe intimate partner violence. The more crimes committed in the 
past as measured by the criminal history scale (stole money, attacked 
someone, stole something worth more than 50 dollars, or carried a hidden 
weapon) the higher the probability that severe violence occurred against an 
intimate partner. This finding is similar to a recent study by Moffit et al. (2000) 
whom found a significant relationship between partner abuse and other forms 
of crime.
3) A criminal history is more associated with an increased risk of 
intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans. No
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support was found for this hypothesis. As was mentioned earlier an 
interaction term was created to examine a possible relationship but was not 
statistically significant.
4) Early onset crime is more associated with an increased risk of 
intimate partner violence than criminal behavior beginning later in life. This 
hypothesis was supported, but only for severe intimate partner violence. 
Crime committed early in life (before the age of 15) was a better predictor of 
severe acts of intimate partner violence than crime committed later in life 
(after the age of 15).
5) Previous violent crime is more associated with an increased risk of 
intimate partner violence than property crime. Again this hypothesis was not 
supported, the opposite was found. Property crime was a better predictor of 
severe intimate partner violence than violent crime. A possible explanation 
for this could be that in American culture, a property crime may be perceived 
as more criminal than most types of interpersonal violence. Stealing 
something is a clear violation of social norms. When you hit someone other 
social norms arise, such as justifying violence by stating “there was no way 
out” or “he/she deserved it”.
The results of this chapter add to understanding of characteristics 
related to intimate partner violence, and especially criminal history and ethnic 
group. Specifically, no differences were found between Mexican American 
and Non-Mexican respondents in reference to the prevalence rate of criminal
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history. Additionally, no ethnic differences were found in reference to how 
criminal history affects intimate partner violence. Furthermore, the analysis 
supports the idea that people who commit crimes early in life was more likely 
to continue to commit crimes later in life.
A question that could be investigated in future research was brought 
out by the analysis: “Why is there a stronger relationship between property 
crime and intimate partner violence than there is for violent crime and intimate 
partner violence?
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As was stated in the introduction, control theory assumes that 
deviance will occur unless people are motivated to conform to the rules and 
norms set by society. People are motivated to conform by social controls but 
need no special motivation to violate the law. Control theory does not explain 
why some people deviate from social and legal norms, it asks: Why do people 
conform? Why doesn’t everyone violate the rules? Social controls prevent us 
from committing crimes. When these controls break down or weaken, 
deviance is a possible result (Reiss 1951).
DEVELOPMENT OF CONTROL THEORY 
Durkheim (1951) was one of the earliest contributors to social control 
theory. Durkheim developed the concept of anomie as a state of 
normlessness or lack of social regulation. According to Durkheim, it is the 
lack of regulation or too much regulation that promoted high rates of suicide. 
Since then control theory has evolved as different individuals have 
contributed to it.
For example, Nye (1958) developed one of the earliest forms of social 
control theory and attempted to explain the correlation between family 
relationships and delinquent behavior. He suggested that parental relations
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with children are major contributors in social control and the prevention of 
delinquent behavior. A lack of social control was seen as the major 
explanation for delinquency among youth. Nye’s argument is summarized 
with the following statement, “When controls, internal and external, are weak 
and alternative routes to goal achievement are restricted, delinquent behavior 
can be anticipated.” Nye described three mechanisms that he saw as vital in 
understanding how social control works.
First he described direct control, how punishment is imposed or 
threatened for misconduct. Examples of direct control include law 
enforcement (police) or laws. Second he explained how through indirect 
control youth refrain from delinquency because a delinquent act might cause 
pain and disappointment for parents or others with whom the youth has 
emotional ties. Indirect control can only be exercised when there is an 
affectionate relationship to the conforming individual. Affection for parents 
and other conforming individuals plays a major role in the control of deviant 
behavior. Society attempts to internalize its customs, norms, and rules, via 
parents, by integrating them into the developing conscience of the child. 
Finally, Nye stated that through internal control a youth’s conscience or sense 
of guilt prevents him or her from engaging in delinquent acts. To reiterate, 
direct controls could be exercised through formal or legal sanctions while 
informal and indirect controls are exercised primarily in the family.
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In his research with self reported data, Nye found the weaker the 
family relationships, as indicated by broken homes, marital adjustment, 
employed mothers, family disintegration, lack of parental discipline, parent 
child value disagreements, and rejection, the more delinquency.
Walter Reckless (1961) also contributed to the development of control 
theory by what he termed containment theory. He stated that social structural 
factors (social disorganization) are mediated by social psychological factors 
(inner and outer containment). Reckless used the same basic ideas that Nye 
did but used the words inner and outer containment. He went beyond Nye’s 
theory and included factors that motivate youth to commit delinquent acts 
(pushes and pulls toward delinquency). His basic premise asserts that inner 
and outer pushes and pulls will produce delinquent behavior unless they are 
counteracted by inner and outer containment. When motivations to deviate 
are strong and containment is weak, the end result could be crime or 
delinquency.
Outer containment includes parental and school supervision, discipline, 
strong group cohesion, and a consistent moral foundation. The forces of 
outer containment act as a shield in a person’s social world.
Inner containment consists primarily of a strong conscience and a 
good self-concept. One’s self-concept is the key aspect of Reckless’ 
containment theory. In a situation of high social disorganization, external
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containment forces are lacking. Here, according to Reckless, strong inner 
containment assists people from committing deviant acts.
Hirschi’s Control Theory
Control theory, as it is used in this study, is based on the work of 
Hirschi (1969a). He brought together elements from previous control theories 
and offered a more comprehensive way to account for deviant behavior. 
Hirschi focuses on an individual’s bond to other individuals and society and 
assumes that individuals are inherently antisocial. The extent of a person’s 
integration into society is extremely important in explaining conformity and 
deviance. Hirschi contends that internalization of accepted norms, 
awareness, and sensitivity to the needs of others are the main parts that 
promote conformity in society. Thus an individual who is not aware 
(sensitive) to the expectations of others and feels no obligation (bonds) to 
abide by the norms of society will be more at risk of criminal behavior (such 
as assaulting an intimate partner)..
Hirschi argued that social control has both inner and outer dimensions. 
Inner dimensions include socialization into conventional beliefs and how one 
should act towards others in public or private. He asserted that similar beliefs 
tend to produce similar behavior among all people.
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Four dimensions of Social Control. Hirschi posited four dimensions 
indicative of a social bond: attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief.
Attachment indicates one’s strength or ties to society. This is the 
emotional element of social bonds. For example, many people are 
emotionally attached to their parents. Children may not misbehave for fear of 
losing their parents love and affection.
Commitment indicates the degree that a person is tied to conventional 
normative ways of behaving. For example a person with a high paying stable 
job has a strong commitment to conventional behavior. He/she has a lot to 
lose if caught acting criminally (money, education, prestige).
Involvement indicates the amount of time a person spends engaged in 
the pursuit of a socially approved goal. A person with a job has little time to 
commit deviant acts. Midnight basketball is based on this component of 
Hirschi’s control theory. This program attempts to keep children busy with 
athletics so that they do not have time to commit deviant acts.
Belief indicates the endorsement of conventional values and norms, 
how much individuals buy into the ideas that a society promotes. For 
example, people believe it is not acceptable behavior to steal a neighbor’s 
property.
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) later updated Hirschi’s control theory 
and put more emphasis on self-control. In particular they hold parents 
responsible and accountable of instilling self-control on their children.
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON CONTROL THEORY
Reiss (1951) reviewed official court records of 1,100 white male 
juvenile probationers between the ages of 11 to 17. Reiss argued that 
probation revocation was more likely when individuals did not attend school 
regularly. This implies that these individuals have weak belief in conventional 
values and involvement in conventional activities that are promoted by 
society.
Nye (1958) studied 780 boys and girls grades 9 through 12 in three 
towns in the State of Washington. He measured attachment to family and 
delinquent behavior. Nye’s delinquent behavior measure included questions 
about skipping school, defying parents, stealing, alcohol use, and damage of 
public property. Nye found that non-delinquent youth were significantly more 
likely to attend church regularly, did not move often, were from rural areas, 
and agree with their parents' disciplinary techniques. Conversely the most 
delinquent youth in this study disapproved of their parents and their parental 
style.
Hirschi (1969a) tested control theory with a self-report survey as this 
study also does. The sample consisted of about 4,000 junior and senior high 
school students in the San Francisco area. Questions contained items that 
related to family, school, and peers. Additionally, his questionnaire also 
contained items about stealing money as this study also does. Hirschi found 
that the weaker the bonds to society the higher the probability of delinquency.
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This was true for three of the components of control theory (attachment, 
commitment, and belief) but not for involvement. It is important to point out 
that he found a strong association between delinquent behavior and parental 
attachment.
Other research by Hirschi and Stark (1969b) found that attachment to 
religion is unrelated to delinquency and could be considered as evidence 
contrary to social control theory. However, other research has shown that the 
more young people have religious beliefs, attachment, involvements, and 
commitments, the less likely they are to engage in delinquent behavior 
(Burkett and White 1974; Cochran and Akers 1989; Jensen and Rojek 1992; 
Stark, Kent, and Doyle 1980). The associations with religion are modest but 
the findings can be seen as supporting social control theory.
Research by Krohn and Massey (1980) found that different 
components of control theory (beliefs, attachment, commitment/involvement 
combined) have a moderate relationship to delinquent behavior but more to 
minor than serious delinquency.
Akers and Cochran (1985) found attachment, 
commitment/involvement, and belief to be moderately related to adolescent 
marijuana use. These effects are much smaller than peer association and 
reinforcement of specific attitudes toward marijuana smoking.
Research by Jensen and Brownfield (1983) found evidence that 
contradicted the hypothesis that attachment to a parent affects delinquency.
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For example, they found that attachment to conventional parents had an 
effect of not using drugs on young people but the attachment of a young 
person’s attachment to youth to drug using parents did not result in drug use 
by youth.
Other studies have found results similar to Hirschi in reference to 
parental attachment. Some studies attempted to predict delinquency among 
young people have shown that parental discipline, child-rearing practices and 
other important family variables affecting young children are among the best 
predictors of delinquency (McCord and McCord 1959; Stouthamer-Loeber, 
Loeber, Huizinga, and Porter 1997).
Research by Agnew (1993) found that the attachment component of 
control theory is not related to minor delinquency but commitment is weakly 
related to minor delinquency. Agnew later reported that bonding to society 
had a moderate relation to general and serious delinquency. These 
relationships are mediated by strain and social learning variables (Agnew 
1993).
Lasley (1988) found that some forms of adult crime (e.g., white collar 
crime) are related to measures of social bonds to society.
Control Theory and Minorities
There is a lack of research about minorities and control theory, 
specifically, about Mexican Americans. Hirschi (1969a) found few racial
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differences in reference to delinquency but did find that official arrest rates 
were higher for minorities.
Lee (1993) failed to find strong support for control theory. However, 
social bonds were found to be a better predictor of delinquency for Koreans 
than for African Americans or Non-Blacks.
Overall, empirical evidence does support the basic ideas by control 
theory although the relationships between social control and deviant behavior 
have moderate to low strength.
The Social Integration scale was used to measure the social bond 
aspect of control theory and will be described in detail in the following section.
Based on this theoretical framework, the lack of research on minorities, 
and the research of Hirschi (1969b) and Lee (1993) on minorities the 
following hypotheses were formulated.
HYPOTHESES
1) Mexican Americans are more Socially Integrated than Non-Mexican 
Whites.
2) The more Socially Integrated an individual is, the lower the probability 
of physically assaulting a partner.
3) Social Integration is more associated with a decreased risk of intimate 
partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans.
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I spend time with friends who have been 
in trouble with the law (Reverse coded).
.39 .57
I have friends who have 
committed crimes (Reverse coded).
.39 .57
I give up easily on difficult projects 
(Reverse coded).
.16 .62
I have goals in life that I try to reach. .16 ,62
I rarely have anything to do with 
religious activities (Reverse coded).
.40 .57
I attend church, synagogue, or mosque 
once a month or more.
.32 .59
It’s all right to break the law as long 
as you don’t get hurt (Reverse coded).
.33 .59
To get ahead, I have done some things 
which are not right (Reverse coded).
.34 .58
I have family members who would 
help me out if I had a problem.
.10 .63
I share my thoughts with a family member. .25 .60
Total Scale Alpha; .62
MEASURE OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION 
The Social Integration scale of the Personal and Relationship Profile 
(PRP) (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, and Sugarman 1999; Straus and 
Mouradian 1999) was used to measure the social bond aspect of control
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theory. The PRP is a 22-scaie instrument designed for research on physical 
violence between partners in a dating, cohabiting, or marital relationship. It 
provides data to identify etiological factors for intimate partner violence.
The primary conceptual framework of the Social Integration Scale is 
Travis Hirschi’s control theory. As was mentioned above, Hirschi argues that 
weak bonds to society are the primary cause of delinquency. The more 
bonded that individuals are with society the less likely one is to engage in 
deviant or criminal behavior.
The Social Integration Scale (Ross and Straus 1995) was composed of 
10 indicators given in Table 5.1. Respondents were asked to select one of 
the following answers for each item and were given a score of 1 to 4 
depending on the answer that they chose. Thus the range for the total social 
integration scale was from 10 to 40.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
A high score indicates high integration to society. The alpha coefficient 
of reliability (Cronbach 1970) for this sample was .62 (Table 5.1). It is 
important to note that this is a low alpha and the results must be taken with 
caution. A low alpha coefficient, indicating an unreliable measure, raises the 
possibility that our findings concerning this variable could be a product of
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measurement error. For this reason it is advantageous to include a social 
desirability measure to assess the truthfulness of our answers.
Table 5.2 Reliability Analysis of Social Integration Subscales (N=348)
Alpha
Non-Criminal Peers
I spend time with friends who have been 
in trouble with the law (Reverse coded).
I have friends who have 
committed crimes (Reverse coded).
.77
Commitment
I give up easily on difficult projects 
(Reverse coded).
I have goals in life that I try to reach.
.30
Involvement
I rarely have anything to do with 
religious activities (Reverse coded).
I attend church, synagogue, or mosque 
once a month or more.
.82
Belief
it’s all right to break the law as long 
as you don’t get hurt (Reverse coded).
.51
To get ahead, I have done some things 
which are not right (Reverse coded).
Network Availability
I have family members who would 
help me out if I had a problem.
I share my thoughts with a family member
.39
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The Social Integration Scale has four subscales to assess the four 
social bond components of control theory and also a scale to assess the 
availability of individual social networks. The range of scores for each 
subscale was from 2 to 8. The questions and the alpha coefficient of 
reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) for the 5 subscales is shown in table 5.2. The 
alphas ranged from a high of .82 for the Non-Criminal Peers Subscale to a 
low of .39 for the Belief and Network Availability Subscales. A low alpha was 
expected because each of the subscales uses only two questions.
Additionally the questions were correlated with each other. The two 
questions that comprise the Non-Criminal Peers subscale produced a 
correlation of .633. The two questions that comprise the Commitment 
subscale produced a correlation of .182. The two questions that comprise the 
Involvement subscale produced a correlation of 712. The two questions that 
comprise the Belief subscale produced a correlation of .366. The two 
questions that comprise the Network Availability subscale produced a 
correlation of 262.
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Table 5.3. Mean Social Integration Score By Ethnic Group And Gender
Controlling For Social Desirability Set At Mean (N = 348) .
S c a l e
Mean
Mexican Non-Mexican F - t e s t
T o t a l  S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n 30 . 5 3 0 . 3 E t h n i c i t y .170
Male 2 9 . 7 2 8 . 9 Gender 2 7 . 6 * *
Female 3 1 . 2 3 1 . 7 I n t e r a c t i o n 2 . 50
S u b s c a l e s
No n- C rim in a l  P e e r s 5 . 3 5 . 1 E t h n i c i t y 1 . 5 6
Male 5 . 0 4 . 7 Gender 12 . 6**
Female 5 . 7 5 . 4 I n t e r a c t i o n . 035
Commitment 6 . 8 6 . 9 E t h n i c i t y . 68
Male 6 . 8 6 . 9 Gender .75
Female 6 . 7 6 . 8 I n t e r a c t i o n . 057
In v o lv em en t 5 . 2 4 . 9 E t h n i c i t y 2 . 74
Male 5 . 1 4 . 3 Gender 1 1 . 8 * *
Female 5 . 3 5 . 5 I n t e r a c t i o n 6 . 2 8 *
B e l i e f 6 . 5 6 . 5 E t h n i c i t y .15
Male 6 . 2 6 . 2 Gender 1 8 . 9 * *
Female 6 . 8 6 . 8 I n t e r a c t i o n . 002
Network A v a i l a b i l i t y 6 . 4 6 . 8 E t h n i c i t y 8 . 4 7 * *
Male 6 . 4 6 . 6 Gender 4 .45*
Female 6 . 4 7 . 0 I n t e r a c t i o n 2 . 0 3
*p<=. 0 5 , **p <= .01
ETHNIC DIFFERENCES IN SOCIAL INTEGRATION 
Analysis of covariance was used to assess if there were differences 
between ethnic group and mean social integration scores, controlling for 
social desirability (the truthfulness of the responses by the respondents). 
Additionally, differences were assessed by gender and the interaction of 
ethnicity and gender. Table 5.3 shows that the mean social integration score
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for both ethnic groups was about the same for total social integration score 
and for all of the subscales except Network Availability. Mexican Americans 
scored lower on the Network Availability subscale than the Non-Mexican 
respondents. Non-Mexican respondents rely on family members more and 
share their thoughts more with family members than Mexican respondents. 
Looking at gender and social integration score, we see that females (both) 
Mexican and Non-Mexican were more socially integrated than males. This 
was also the case in all of the subscales except the Commitment subscale.
This table gives the results of testing the hypothesis that Mexicans are 
more socially integrated than Non-Mexican Whites. The analysis did not 
support the hypothesis. Therefore, according to the analysis Mexicans were 
not more socially integrated than Non-Mexican Whites.
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T a b le  5 . 4  C o r r e l a t i o n  O f  E t h n i c i t y  A n d  C o n t r o l  V a r i a b l e s  W i t h  S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  S c a le








1  = M e x ic a n
. 0 8 . 01 . 1 0 . 1 1 *  . 0 9 - . 1 4 * *
Gender
1 = F e m a le
. 2 6 * * -  . 0 1 . 2 4 * * . 2 0 * *  . 1 6 * * . 1 0
Age**** . 0 4 -  . 0 1 . 1 1 * . 0 7  - . 0 1 - . 0 5
Socioeconomic
Status
R a n g e  (3 t o  2 3 )
-  . 01 -  . 0 2 -  . 1 1 * - . 0 5  - . 0 2 . 2 0 * *
Year In
University 1
1 = F re s h m a n
2 = S o p h o m o re
3 = J u n i o r
4 = S e n io r
. 0 8 . 08 . 1 0 . 0 7  - . 0 5 . 0 8
Relationship
Current
1 = C u r r e n t
2 = P r e v io u s
-  . 1 3 * * -  . 1 1 * - . 1 4 * * - . 0 7  - . 0 3 -  . 0 4
Cohabitation
0 = NO; 1 = Y e s
. 1 3 * * . 02 . 1 6 * * . 0 9  . 0 8 -  . 0 0
Married . 1 4 * *
0 = D a t in g / E n g a g e d
1 = M a r r ie d
-  . 02 . 1 5 * * . 0 9  . 1 1 * . 0 4
Relationship
Length*****
. 1 6 * * . 1 0 . 1 9 * * . 1 1 *  . 0 5 . 0 0
Sexually Active
0 = N o ; 1  = Y e s
-  . 0 6 . 06 . 01 - . 0 7  - . 1 1 * -  . 00
*p<=.05,’ *p<=.D1
* * * * C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  A g e  1 = 1 8 ;  2 = 1 9 ;  3 = 2 0 ;  4 = 2 1 ;  5 = 2 2 - 2 4 ;  S = 2 5 - 2 9 ;
7 = 3 0 - 3 9 ;  8 = 4 0 - 4  9 ;  9 =  5 0  o r  o l d e r
* * * * *  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  R e l a t i o n s h i p  l e n g t h  1 = L e s s  t h a n  1 m o n t h ;  2 = a b o u t  1
m o n t h ;  3 = a b o u t  2 m o n t h s ;  4 = 3 t o  5 m o n t h s ;  5 =  6 t o  1 1  m o n t h s ;  6 = a b o u t  1 y e a r ;  7
= m o re  t h a n  1 y e a r  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;  8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;  9  =  m o re  t h a n  2 y e a r s  b u t
l e s s  t h a n  4 y e a r s ;  1 0  =  4 y e a r s  o r  m o re
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DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION 
Table 5.4 shows the correlations between the demographic and control 
variables and total social integration score and the social integration 
subscales scores. This was done to assess effects on a respondent’s 
integration into society.
Total Social Integration
The second column in Table 5.4 labeled Total gives correlations of the 
total Social Integration score with demographic variables. The row for gender 
shows that females were more socially integrated than males. Respondents 
in a previous relationship were less socially integrated than those in a current 
relationship. Looking further down the Total column we see that respondents 
who were cohabiting and married were also more socially integrated than 
respondents who are not cohabiting and were only dating or engaged.
Finally, as the length of the relationship increased, so did a respondent’s 
social integration score.
Commitment
When looking at each individual component that comprises integration 
into society, the third column in Table 5.4 (labeled Commitment) correlates 
the Commitment Subscale (the extent to which individuals have built up an 
investment in conventional behavior) and demographic and control variables.
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The only variable that was correlated with commitment was if the respondent 
was reporting on a current or previous relationship. As was the case with the 
total social integration scale, people who reported on a previous relationship 
were less committed to society than those who reported on a current 
relationship.
Belief
The Belief Subscale (Table 5.4 fourth column) measured endorsement 
of conventional values and norms. The rows for gender and age show that 
females and older respondents believed more in society’s values and norms. 
Further down the column, we see that as socioeconomic status (parents 
education and family income) decreased, so did one’s endorsement of 
conventional values and norms. Additionally, individuals who reported on a 
previous relationship also had a lower level of belief in conventional values 
and norms. Respondents who were cohabiting had higher levels of belief 
about conventional values and norms. Finally, married respondents and 
respondents who had been in a relationship which had lasted a longer period 
of time had higher levels of belief in conventional values and norms.
Non-Criminal Peers
The Non-Criminal Peers Subscale (Table 5.4 fifth column) measured 
the extent to which the respondent has contact with people who do not
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commit crimes. When looking at the sample by ethnic group, Mexican 
Americans had higher levels of non-criminal peer association than Non- 
Mexican respondents. Additionally, female respondents and respondents 
who had been in a relationship for a longer period of time showed that they 
are less likely to be involved with non-criminal peers.
Involvement
The involvement subscale (Table 5.4 sixth column) measures the 
respondent’s participation in conventional activities. Again when assessing 
gender and marital status we see that females and married respondents are 
more involved in society. It is reasonable to believe that married individuals 
could be more involved in conventional activities. Respondents who report 
being sexually active are less involved in conventional activities than 
respondents who did not report being sexually active.
Network Availability
The network availability subscale (Table 5.4 seventh column) shows 
that Mexican American respondents had less network involvement (at least 
as measured by the scale) than Non-Mexican respondents. This finding is 
not consistent with previous research that describes Mexican American 
families as tight knit and family members dependent on each other. 
Respondents with a higher socioeconomic status had better social networks
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than respondents with lower socioeconomic states ieveis. Referring back to 
table 2.1 and the three items that were used to compute socioeconomic 
status (family income, father’s education, mother’s education) we see that 
Non-Mexican respondents had a higher income and their parents had a 
higher education level than Mexican respondents.
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T a b le  5 . 5 .  M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s io n  O f  I n t i m a t e  P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e  O n S o c ia l  
I n t e g r a t i o n ,  E t h n i c i t y  ( M e x ic a n  A m e r ic a n s  a n d  N o n - M e x ic a n s . ) ,  G e n d e r ,  P r e v io u s  
R e l a t i o n s h i p ,  C o h a b i t a t i o n ,  M a r i t a l  S t a t u s ,  R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h ,  A n d  S o c i a l
D e s i r a b i l i t y .
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 8 3 . 0 8 6 1 8
N u m b e r o f  o b s  = 
LR  C h i 2 (1 6 )
P r o b  > c h i2  = 
P s e u d o  R2 =
3 4 8  
3 4  . 94  
0 .0 0 4 0  
0 .0 5 8 1
RRR S t d .  E r r . z  P> M (95%  C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A . M in o r  V i o l e n c e
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  
T o t a l  (R a n g e  1 9 - 4 0 )
. 9 58 3 .0 3 7 2 - 1 . 0 9 5 0 .2 7 4 .8 8 8 0 1 .0 3 4 2
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .9 4 2 3 . 5 6 7 4 2 .2 7 2 0 .0 2 3 1 .0 9 5 5 3 .4 4 3 6
F e m a le  = 1 .8 5 5 8 .2 4 9 3 - 0 . 5 3 4 0 .5 9 3 .4 8 3 4 1 .5 1 4 9
P r e v io u s
R e l a t i o n s h i p  = 2
1 .3 3 5 7 .4 0 5 4 0 .9 5 4 0 .3 4 0 . 7 3 6 8 2 .4 2 1 5
C o h a b i t a t i o n  
(0 = N o ; l= Y e s )
.8 5 7 9 .3 6 0 5 - 0 . 3 6 5 0 .7 1 5 .3 7 6 4 1 .9 5 5 1
M a r r i e d  = 1 .7 4 3 2 .3 6 0 1 - 0 . 6 1 2 0 .5 4 0 .2 8 7 5 1 .9 2 1 2
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * 1 .1 7 8 3 .0 7 2 3 2 .6 7 1 0 .0 0 8 1 .  0 4 4 6 1 .3 2 9 0
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 3 7 9 .0 2 9 1 - 2 . 0 6 1 0 .0 3 9 . 8 8 2 4 .9 9 6 8
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  
T o t a l  (R a n g e  1 9 - 4 0 )
.8 6 2 5 .0 4 5 8 - 2 . 7 8 3 0 .0 0 5 .7 7 7 2 .9 5 7 2
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .3 4 4 4 .4 9 6 7 0 . 8 0 1 0 .4 2 3 . 6 5 1 6 2 .7 7 3  7
F e m a le  = 1 1 .2 5 0 4 .4 9 0 5 0 . 5 7 0 0 .5 6 9 .5 7  9 6 2 .6 9 7 7
P r e v io u s
R e l a t i o n s h i p  = 2
.9 1 0 1 .3 8 4 2 - 0 . 2 2 3 0 .8 2 3 .3 9 7 8  21 .0 8 2 0  '
C o h a b i t a t i o n  
(0 = N o ; l= Y e s )
2 . 2 0 2 5 1 .0 6 7 0 1 .6 3 0 0 .1 0 3 . 8 5 2 2 5 .6 9 2 4
M a r r i e d  = 1 .5 5 8 1 .3 1 5 4 - 1 . 0 3 2 0 .3 0 2 .1 8 4 4 1 .6 8 9 4
• R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * 1 .1 5 4 4 .0 9 5 0 1 .  7 4 6 0 .0 8 1 . 9 8 2 5 1 .3 5 6 5
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
.9 6 5 8 .0 3 9 4 - 0 . 8 5 1 0 .3 9 5 . 8 9 1 5 1 .0 4 6 3
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r is o n  g r o u p .
*  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n :  1 = L e s s  t h a n  1 m o n th ;  2 = a b o u t  1 m o n t h ;  3 = a b o u t  
2 m o n t h s ;  4 = 3 - 5  m o n t h s ;  5 = 6 - 1 1  m o n t h s ;  6 = a b o u t  1 y e a r ;  7 = m o re  t h a n  1 y e a r  b u t  
l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;  8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;  9 = m o re  t h a n  2 y e a r s  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  4 y e a r s ;  10  
= 4 y e a r s  o r  m o re
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SOCIAL INTEGRATION AND PARTNER ASSAULT 
Multinomial logistic regression was again used to analyze the 
relationship between social integration, the correlates of social integration that 
were found in Table 5.4 (ethnicity, gender, relationship status, cohabitation 
status, relationship type, relationship length, and social desirability), and the 
probability of no violence, minor violence, and severe violence occurring in a 
relationship. Two hypotheses are tested in the next section: 1) The more 
socially integrated an individual is to society, the lower the probability of 
physically assaulting a partner. 2) Social' integration is more associated with 
a decreased risk of intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans than 
Non-Mexicans.
Looking at minor violence in Table 5.5 (Panel A), social integration was 
not statistically significant but ethnicity, relationship length and social 
desirability were. The relationship found in the analysis would be interpreted 
in the following way. The odds of a minor assault rather than no violence 
increased 94% for Mexican Americans (than for Non-Mexican students), 
controlling for social integration, gender, relationship current, cohabitation 
status, relationship type, relationship length, and social desirability. To further 
investigate the role of ethnicity, an interaction term was tested in the model by 
multiplying ethnicity by Social Integration total score to assess if Social 
Integration and intimate partner violence differs by ethnic group. The 
interaction term was found to be not significant.
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For severe violence (Pane! B in Table 5.5), Social Integration is 
significant. The odds of severe violence rather than no violence decreased 
by 14% with each 1 point increase in social integration score, controlling for 
ethnicity, gender, relationship status, cohabitation status, relationship type, 
relationship length, and social desirability. As integration into society 
increased the probability of a severe assault on a partner decreased. Again 
possible interaction effects were further investigated for differences between 
Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans and the relation of social integration 
to intimate partner violence. The investigation revealed no differences 
(Appendix C).
Support was found for the first hypothesis, the more socially integrated 
an individual was the lower the probability of physically assaulting a partner 
but only for severe violence (Table 5.5 Panel B). As integration into society 
increased (as measured by Commitment, Belief, Non-Criminal Peers, 
Involvement, and Network Availability) the probability of a severe assault on a 
partner also decreased. The analysis revealed no interaction between social 
integration, ethnicity, and intimate partner violence. Therefore, no support for 
the hypothesis that social integration is more associated with a decreased risk 
of intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans was 
found.
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Figure 5.1. Predicted Probability Of A Severe Assault On A Partner For Combined Sample 
Based On Respondents Total Social Integration Score From Regression Of Table 5.5, All










38 3922 27 29 31 33 35 36 3721 23 24 25 26 28 30 32 34
Social Integration Score
Predicted probabilities were calculated based on the analysis from 
Table 5.5 to graph how severe violence on a partner varied depending on 
score of social integration for each ethnic group. Based on the information 
provided by the respondents, multinomial logistic regression is able to predict
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what the probability of a future severe assault would be. The trend in Figure 
5.1 is similar for both Mexican American and Non-Mexican respondents. 
Figure 5.1 also shows no support for the third hypothesis that social 
integration was more associated with a decreased risk of intimate partner 
violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans. An interaction term was 
included to test for interaction effects, no interaction effects were found (See 
Appendix C).
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Table 5.S Multinomial Logistic Regression of Intimate Partner Violence On Non-Criminal
Peers Subscale, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans), Gender, Relationship
Length, And Social Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 8 8 . 5 3 5 0 9
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  
LR  c h i 2 (1 0 )
P r o b  > c h i2  
P s e u d o  R2 =
3 4 8  
2 4 .0 5  
0 .0 0 7 5  
0 .0 4 0 0
RRR S t d . E r r . z P > | z |  (95% C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A . M in o r  V i o l e n c e
N o n - C r im i n a l  P e e r s . 9 4 1 4 .0 7 5 7 - 0 . 7 5 0 0 .4 5 3 .8 0 4 0 1 .1 0 2 2
(R a n g e  2 - 8 )
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .9 6 4 1 . 5 7 0 9 2 .3 2 2 0 . 0 2 0 1 .1 1 1 1 3 .4 7 2 1
F e m a le  = 1 .7 8 4 7 .2 2 3 7 - 0 . 8 5 0 0 . 3 9 5 .4 4 8 7 1 .3 7 2 2
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * 1 .1 1 9 4 . 0 5 9 7 2 .1 1 4 0 .0 3 4 1 .0 0 8 2 1 .2 4 2 9
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y .9 3 0 9 . 0 2 6 7 - 2  .4 9 5 0 . 0 1 3 . 8 8 0 0 .9 8 4 7
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
N o n - C r im i n a l  P e e r s .8 2 4 0 0 8 8 6 - 1 . 7 9 9 0 .0 7 2 .6 6 7 4 1 .0 1 7 4
(R a n g e  2 - 8 )
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .4 2 4 2 .5 2 4 8 0 .9 6 0 0 .3 3 7 .6 9 1 6 2 .9 3 2 8
F e m a le  = 1 1 .1 0 5 0 .4 2 3 1 0 .2 6 1 0 .7 9 4 .5 2 1 6 2 .3 4 0 6
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * 1 .1 6 3 2 . 0 8 4 4 2 .0 8 4 0 . 0 3 7 1 .0 0 9 0 1 .3 4 1 0
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y . 9 3 9 2 .0 3 5 0 . - 1 . 6 8 1 0 . 0 9 3 .8 7 2 9 1 .0 1 0 4
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
N o V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r is o n  g r o u p .
*  C a t e g o r i e s ,  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n :  1 = L e s s  t h a n  1 m o n t h ;  2 = a b o u t  1 m o n t h ;  3 = a b o u t  
2 m o n t h s ;  4 = 3 - 5  m o n th s ;  5 = 6 - 1 1  m o n t h s ;  6 = a b o u t  1  y e a r ;  7 = m o re  t h a n  1 y e a r  b u t  
l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;  8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;  9 = m o r e  t h a n  2 y e a r s  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  4 y e a r s ;  1 0  
= 4 y e a r s  o r  m o re
124
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 5.7. Multinomial Logistic Regression Of Intimate Partner Violence On Commitment
Subscale, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans), Previous Relationship, And
Social Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  =  - 2 9 1 . 0 5 1 1 3
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  = 
L R  c h i2  (8 )
P r o b  > c h i2  = 
P s e u d o  R2 =
3 4 8  
1 9 .0 1  
0 .0 1 4 8  
0 . 0 3 1 6
RRR S t d .  E r r z P > | z j (95%  C o n f . . I n t e r v a l )
A . M in o r  V i o l e n c e
C o m m itm e n t (R a n g e  2 - 8 ) .8 8 2 2 .1 1 2 1 - 0 . 9 8 6 0 .3 2 4 .6 8 7 7 1 .1 3 1 7
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .9 6 1 5 .5 6 5 0 2 .3 3 9 0 .0 1 9 1 .1 1 5 2 3 ,4 4 9 7
P r e v io u s
R e l a t i o n s h i p  =  2
1 .1 6 9 8 .3 2 7 6 0 .5 6 0 0 . 5 7 5 .6 7 5 7 2 .0 2 5 4
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
.9 3 8 8 . 0 2 7 2 - 2  .1 7 3 0 .0 3 0 .8 8 6 9 .9 9 3 8
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
C o m m itm e n t (R a n g e  2 - 8 ) .6 9 8 8 .1 1 2 7 - 2 . 2 2 2 0 .0 2 6 .5 0 9 3 .9 5 8 6
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .3 0 5 7 .4 7 9 0 0 . 72  7 0 .4 6 7 .6 3 6 1 2 .6 8 0 2
P r e v io u s
R e l a t i o n s h i p  = 2
. 7 1 5 2 .2 8 0 5 - 0 . 8 5 4 0 .3 9 3 .3 3 1 5 1 .5 4 3 0
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 5 2 2 .0 3 7 0 - 1 . 2 5 8 0 .2 0 8 .8 8 2 3 1 .0 2 7 6
N o V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r is o n  g r o u p .
*  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n :  1 = L e s s  t h a n  1  m o n t h ;  2 =  a b o u t  1 m o n th ;  3 =  a b o u t  
2 m o n th s ;  4  = 3 - 5  m o n t h s ;  5 = 6 - 1 1  m o n t h s ;  6 = a b o u t  1 y e a r ;  7 = m o r e  t h a n  1 y e a r  b u t  
l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;  8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;  9 = m o re  t h a n  2 y e a r s  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  4 y e a r s ;  1 0  
= 4 y e a r s  o r  m o re
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Table 5.8. Multinomial Logistic Regression Of Involvement Subscale, Ethnicity (Mexican
Americans And Non-Mexicans), Gender, Marital Status, Sexual Activity, And Social
Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  =  - 2 9 2 . 3 9 1 6 4
N u m b e r o f  o b s  = 
L R  c h i 2 (1 2 )
P r o b  > c h i2 .  = 
P s e u d o  R2 =
3 4 8  
16  .3 3  
0 .1 7 6 4  
0 . 0 27 2
RRR S t d . E r r . z P> M (95%  C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A .  M in o r  V i o l e n c e
I n v o lv e m e n t  
(R a n g e  2 - 8 )
. 9 4 1 3 .0 6 8 8 - 0 . 8 2 6 0 .4 0 9 . 8 1 5 6 1 .0 8 6 4
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .9 8 9 4 . 5 7 4 4 2 .3 8 2 0 .0 1 7 1 .1 2 9 7 3 .5 0 3 5
F e m a le  = 1 . 8 8 3 3 .2 4 5 2 - 0 . 4 4 7 0 .6 5 5 .5 1 2 6 1 .5 2 2 0
M a r r ie d  =  1 . 8 5 6 4 .2 9 4 4 - 0 . 4 5 1 0 .6 5 2 .4 3 6 5 1 .6 8 0 3
S e x u a l l y  
A c t i v e  = 1
1 .3 3 6 0 .4 7 1 6 0 .8 2 1 0 .4 1 2 .6 6 8 8 2 .6 6 8 8
S o c ia l
D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
. 9 3 4 4 . 0 2 6 4 - 2 . 4 0 0 0 . 0 1 6 . 8 8 4 0 .9 8 7 6
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
I n v o lv e m e n t  
(R a n g e  2 - 8 )
.9 4 0 2 .0 9 0 1 - 0 . 6 4 2 0 .5 2 1 .7 7 9 1 1 .1 3 4 7
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .4 0 8 2 .5 1 3 7 0 .9 3 8 0 .3 4 8 .6 8 8 8 2 .8 7 8 8
F e m a le  = 1 1 .1 0 4 5 .4 1 1 6 0 .2 6 7 0 .7 9 0 .5 3 2 0 2 .2 9 2 9
M a r r ie d  = 1 1 .2 2 0 3 .5 0 6 7 0 .4 8 0 0 . 6 3 2 .5 4 0 7 2 .7 5 4 0
S e x u a l l y  
A c t i v e  = 1
1 .4 3 1 7 .7 0 5 6 0 .7 2 8 0 .4 6 6 .5 4 4  9 3 .7 6 1 6
S o c ia l
D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
.9 3 6 3 .0 3 4 5 - 1 . 7 8 6 0 .0 7 4 .8 7 1 0 1 .0 0 6 4
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r is o n  g r o u p .
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T a b le  5 .9 .  M u lt in o m ia l  L o g i s t i c  R e g re s s io n  O f B e l i e f  S u b s c a le  On E t h n i c i t y  (M e x ic a n  A m e r ic a n s  and 
N o n -M e x ic a n s ) ,  G e n d e r, A ge , S o c io e c o n o m ic  S ta tu s ,  P re v io u s  R e la t io n s h ip ,  C o h a b i t a t io n  S ta tu s ,  
M a r i t a l  S ta tu s ,  R e la t io n s h ip  L e n g th ,  A nd S o c ia l  D e s i r a b i l i t y .
M u l t in o m ia l  r e g r e s s io n  
Log  l i k e l i h o o d  = -2 8 1 .8 1 1 7 9
N um ber o f  obs  -  
LR c h i2 (20)
P ro b  > c h i2  = 
Pseudo R2 =
348
3 7 .4 9  
0 .0102  
0 .0 6 2 4
RRR S td .  E r r . Z P i■ M (95% C o n f. I n t e r v a l )
A . M in o r V io le n c e
B e l i e f  (Range 2 -8 ) 1 .1 4 3 5 .1458 1 .0 5 2 0 .293 . 8905 1 .4 6 8 2
M e x ic a n  -  1 2 .0869 .7085 2 .1 6 7 0 .0 3 0 1 .0 7 2 7 4 .0600
Fem ale  = 1 .7 2 4 0  . 2127 - 1 .0 9 9 0 .2 7 2 .4 070 1 .2 8 7 8
A ge* .8 5 4 5  - . 0767 -1 .7 5 0 o .o e o .7 165 1 .0 1 9 0
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S ta tu s  
(Range 2 -2 3 }
1 .0 0 1 4 . 0304 0 .0 4 7 0 .9 6 3 .9 435 1 .0 6 2 8
P re v io u s  R e la t io n s h ip  *  2 1 .3 6 5 2 .4183 1 .0 1 6 0 .3 1 0 .7488  2 . 4889
C o h a b i t a t io n  S ta tu s  
(0 =No; l= Y e s )
.9 1 4 4 3902 - 0 .2 1 0 0 .8 3 4 .3 961 2 .1 1 0 6
M a r r ie d  = 1 .8 1 8 9  . 4036 -0  . 405 0 .6 8 5 .3 117 2 .1 5 1 5
R e la t io n s h ip  L e n g th * 1 .2 0 6 9 .0777 2 . 919 0 .0 0 4 1 .0637 1 .3 6 9 4
S o c ia l  D e s i r a b i l i t y




S e v e re
-3  .102  
V io le n c e
0 .002 .8 527 . 9647
B e l i e f  (Range 2 -8 ) .7883 1253 - 1 .4 9 6 0 .135 .5773 1 .0 7 6 5
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .3 2 9 0 . 5732 0 .6 6 0 0 .5 1 0 .5 706 3 .0 9 5 2
Fem ale  = 1 -9951 3919 -0  .012 0 .9 9 0 .4598 2 .1533
A ge* .7 7 5 9  . 0922 -2 .1 3 3 0 -03 3 .6146 . 97S6
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S ta tu s  
(Range 2 -2 3 )
.9742  . 0392 -0  . 648 0 .5 1 7 . 9002 1 .0 5 4 2
P re v io u s  R e la t io n s h ip  = 2 .8813  . 3749 -0  .2 9 7 0 .767 .3828 2 . 0289
C o h a b it a t io n  S ta tu s  
(0 =No; l= Y e s )
2 .5 7 3 4 1 .2 7 7 3 1 .9 0 4 0 . 057 .9727 6 .8 0 8 1
M a r r ie d  = 1 .6 5 1 0  . 3765 - 0 .7 4 2 0 .4 5 8 .2095 2 .0 2 2 8
R e la t io n s h ip  L e n g th * * 1 .2 0 4 7 .1062 2 .112 0 . 035 1 .0 1 3 5 1 .4 3 2 1
S o c ia l  D e s i r a b i l i t y
(Range 1 3 -5 2 )
.9 3 5 1  . 0386 - 1 .6 2 4 0 .104 .8623 1 .0 1 3 9
No V io le n c e  i s  th e  c o m p a r is o n  g ro u p .
*A ge  C a te g o r ie s  u se d  f o r  r e g r e s s io n  1 = 18,- 2 = 1 9 ; 3=20 ,* 4 = 2 1 ; 5 = 2 2 -2 4  ; 6 = 2 5 -2 9 ; 7 = 3 0 -3 9 ; 8 = 4 0 -4 9 ; 9=50 o r  
o ld e r  * *  R e la t io n s h ip  L e n g th  C a te g o r ie s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s io n :  1 = L e ss  th a n  1 m o n th ; 2 = a b o u t  1 
m o n th ; 3 = a b o u t 2 m o n th s ; 4 = 3 -5  m o n th s ; 5 = 6 -1 1  m o n th s ; 6 » a b o u t 1 y e a r ;  7 = m ore th a n  1 y e a r  
b u t  l e s s  th a n  2 y e a r s ;  8 = a b o u t 2 y e a r s ;  9 = m ore  th a n  2 y e a rs  b u t  le s s  th a n  4 y e a r s ;  10 = 4 
y e a rs  o r  m ore
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Table 5.10 Multinomial Logistic Regression Of Intimate Partner Violence On Network
Availability Subscale, Ethnicity (Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans), Socioeconomic
Status, And Social Desirability.
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 9 2 . 7 2 2 2 7
N u m b e r o f  o b s  = 
L R  c h i 2 ( 8 )
P r o b  > c h i 2 
P s e u d o  R2 =
3 4 8  
15  . 67  
0 .0 4 7 3  
0 .0 2 6 1
RRR S t d . E r r z P > j z | (95%  C o n f . I n t e r v a l )
A . M in o r  V i o l e n c e
N e t w o r k  ( R a n g e  2 - S ) .8 7 8 8 .1 0 2 4 - 1 . 1 0 8 0 .2 6 8 .6 9 9 2 1 .1 0 4 4
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .9 2 5 5 .6 3 4 5 1 .9 8 8 0 .0 4 7 1 .0 0 9 3 3 .6 7 3 5  '
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s  
R a n g e  ( 2 - 2 3 )
1 .0 0 6 5 . 0 2 9 7 0 .2 2 1 0 .8 2 5 . 9 4 9 8 1 .0 6 6 6
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
.9 3 4 5 . 0 2 6 3 - 2 . 4 0 3 0 .0 1 6 . 8 8 4 3 . 9 8 7 5
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
N e t w o r k  (R a n g e  2 - 8 ) .8 3 6 6 .1 2 3 9 - 1 . 2 0 4 0 .2 2 9 .6 2 5 8 3 0 7 1 .1 1 8 5
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .1 5 1 1 .4 8 0 3 0 .3 3 7 0 .7 3 6 .5 0 8 1 2 6 3 2 .6 0 8 0
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s  
R a n g e  ( 2 - 2 3 )
.9 7 8 2  - .0 3 8 0 - 0 . 5 6 4 0 . 5 7 2 . 9 0 6 5 3 4 8 1 .0 5 5 7
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
.9 3 7 8 .0 3 4 4 - 1 . 7 4 8 0 . 0 8 1 . 8 7 2 6 3 7 7 1 .0 0 7 8
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r is o n  g r o u p .
Social Integration Subscales and Intimate Partner Violence
Multinomial logistic regression was also used to analyze the possible 
relationship between the social integration subscales and intimate partner 
violence in an effort to pinpoint which components of Hirschi’s control theory 
plays the biggest role in predicting intimate partner violence.
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Non-Criminal Peers
Table 5.6 displays the results from testing the relationship between the 
Non-Criminal Peers subscale and intimate partner violence. For minor 
violence an association with Non-Criminal Peers was not significant but the 
analysis revealed Mexican ethnicity (Panel A) and relationship length were 
significant for minor partner assault. For severe assaults (Panel B) only 
relationship length was found to be significant. Again, because ethnicity was 
found to be significant, I investigated the possibility of interaction effects. The 
analysis revealed no interaction effect.
Commitment
Table 5.7 shows the results from testing the Commitment subscale. 
Panel A shows that a person’s commitment to conventional normative ways 
of behaving was not related to the probability of a minor assault on a partner. 
Panel B shows a significant relation between commitment and severe assault. 
Mexican ethnicity was found to be significant for minor violence but further 
investigation revealed no interaction effects between commitment, ethnicity 
and partner assaults.
Involvement and Belief
Tables 5.8 and 5.9 are the results from the multinomial logistic 
regressions that analyzed the relationship between involvement (the amount
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of time a person spends engaged in the pursuit of a common goal) and belief 
(the endorsement of conventional values and norms) and the role they play in 
intimate partner violence. No relationship was found between these two 
subscales and intimate partner violence.
Network Availability
Finally, Table 5.10 shows the results from the multinomial logistic 
regression that analyzed if there was a relationship between availability of 
social networks and intimate partner violence. The analysis indicated no 
relationship was found.
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter described the relationship between social integration and 
intimate partner violence. First, correlations were run to assess if there was a 
relationship between demographic and control variables and social 
integration. The analysis revealed that females were more socially integrated 
than males. Respondents who reported information on a previous 
relationship had lower social integration into society. Respondents who 
reported that they were cohabiting, married, and in a current relationship had 
higher Social Integration scores.
Three hypotheses were tested, the first hypothesis that Mexicans are 
more socially integrated than Non-Mexican Whites. The analysis did not
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support this hypothesis. In fact the mean scores show that Mexican 
Americans was about the same as Non-Mexican Whites.
The second hypothesis was that the more socially integrated an 
individual is the lower the probability of physically assaulting a partner. The 
analysis found support for this hypothesis for severe violence, but not for 
minor violence.
The third hypothesis was that Social Integration was more associated 
with a decreased risk of intimate partner violence for Mexican Americans than 
Non-Mexicans. No support was found for this hypothesis, even after further 
investigation for interaction effects.
When analyzing each component of control theory individually, the 
analysis shows that association with Non-Criminal Peers, involvement (one’s 
participation in conventional activities), Belief (one’s endorsement of general 
conventional values and norms), and Network Availability (ones social 
network) were not related to intimate partner violence. However,
Commitment (extent to which one has built up an investment in conventional 
behavior) was significantly related to intimate partner violence for both 
Mexican Americans and Non-Mexicans.
In view of the fact that this study analyzed a sample of university 
students who can be presumed to have on average relatively high in social 
integration, it is remarkable that social integration was related to a lower 
probability of severely assaulting a partner.
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CHAPTER 6 
FULL MODEL
The previous chapters analyzed four possible explanations of intimate 
partner violence: ethnicity, acculturation, criminal history, and social 
integration. Criminal history and social integration were examined separately 
and in combination with ethnicity. No single factor can fully explain any social 
phenomena. For this reason I will now examine ethnicity, acculturation, 
criminal history, and social integration as complementary segments of a 
broader explanation of intimate partner violence. In this chapter I tested a 
model that includes all three independent, demographic, and control 
variables.
Figure 1.1 (see chapter 1) shows the hypothesized relationship among 
the variables. The core of the full model can be summarized with the 
following five hypotheses that were tested in the previous chapters. As was 
mentioned in Chapter 2 all of the theoretical, demographic, and control 
variables are included in the analysis in this chapter. Five hypotheses were 
retested in one model with all the theoretical, demographic, and control 
variables.
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HYPOTHESES
Ethnicity and Acculturation
1) The higher the acculturation into American Society, the higher the 
probability of assaulting a partner for Mexican Americans.
Criminal History
2) The more crimes committed in the past, the higher the probability of 
physically assaulting a partner.
3) A criminal history is more associated with an increased risk of intimate 
partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans.
Social Integration
4) The more socially integrated an individual is, the lower the probability 
of physically assaulting a partner.
5) Social Integration is more associated with a decreased risk of intimate 
partner violence for Mexican Americans than Non-Mexicans.
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CORRELATES OF INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE FOR MEXICAN
AMERICANS
The acculturation scale was only applicable to Mexican respondents 
because use of Spanish, place of birth or residence in Mexico, and citizenship 
were used to measure acculturation into American society. Consequently, the 
analyses in this chapter were done twice: first for the Mexican American sample 
and including the Acculturation scale, and then for the entire sample but 
excluding the Acculturation scale. Table 6.1, includes the Acculturation scale 
and gives the correlations of all the variables in this study for Mexican 
Americans.
As was mentioned in the Methods chapter, research that uses self-report 
data needs to account for defensiveness or minimization of socially undesirable 
behavior. I did this by including the social desirability scale developed by 
Reynolds (1982).
Column 1 in Table 6.1 gives the correlations with the violence types (0 = 
no violence, 1 = minor violence, 2 = severe violence). Column 2 gives the 
correlations with minor violence only. Column 3 gives the correlations with 
severe violence. This was done to examine the unique effects of minor and 
severe assaults on an intimate partner separately.
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Acculturation and intimate Partner Violence
Acculturation was found not to be associated with intimate partner 
violence types (none, minor, severe) or the variables that measure minor only 
and severe violence separately using simple correlation.
Criminal History and Intimate Partner Violence
The correlations in row 5 shows that as a person’s criminal history 
increased there was also an increase in intimate partner violence for Mexican 
students. Additionally, columns 2 and 3 show that criminal history was also 
correlated with minor and severe violence.
Social Integration and Intimate Partner Violence
Row 6 shows the correlation between social integration and intimate 
partner violence. As Mexicans become more integrated into society, there was a 
decrease in the amount of intimate partner violence. The same correlation was 
found between the separate measures of minor violence only, severe violence, 
with the exception that the effect size was smaller.
Demographic and Control Variables and Intimate Partner Violence
Only relationship length and social desirability were found to be significant. 
As the length of the relationship increased, so did intimate partner violence. This 
finding is consistent with other research about dating violence that emphasizes
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“time at risk.” The longer couples spend together the more opportunity there is 
for violence to occur.
Social desirability was included to assess the truthfulness of the 
responses received by the respondents. As was mentioned in previous chapters, 
research that uses self-report data needs to take into account the minimization of 
socially undesirable behavior. Row 16 shows that as the score on the Social 
Desirability scale went up, the odds of an assault being reported decreased.
This suggests that it is important to control for the tendency of some respondents 
to not report socially undesirable behaviors such as hitting a partner.
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T a b le  6 . 2 .  M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s io n  o f  I n t i m a t e  P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e  On A c c u l t u r a t i o n ,  
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y ,  S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n ,  G e n d e r ,  A g e ,  S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s ,  Y e a r  I n  S c h o o l ,  
R e l a t i o n s h i p  P r e v io u s ,  C o h a b i t a t i o n  S t a t u s ,  M a r i t a l  S t a t u s ,  R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h ,  S e x u a l  
A c t i v i t y ,  A n d  S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  ( F u l l  A n d  R e d u c e d  M o d e l ) .
v a r i a b l e s
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  = 
LR  c h i2  (2 5 )
P r o b  > c h i2  
P s e u d o  R2 = 
RRR S t d .  E r r .
2 1 2
3 4 . 5 9
0 .1 2 0 9
0 .0 9 0 5
P > | z |
N u m b e r o f  o b s  = 
L R  c h i 2 (1 6 )
P r o b  > c h i2  = 
P s e u d o  R2 
RRR S t d .  E r r
2 1 2  
30  .7 3  
0 .0 1 4 6  
0 .0 8 0 4
• p > l z l
A . M in o r V i o l e n c e
F u l l  M o d e l R e d u c e d M o d e l
A c c u l t u r a t i o n  (R a n g e  1 - 5 ) .9 2 1 7 .1 3 0 5 0 .5 6 5 .9 1 9 0 .1 2 7 7 0 .5 4 4
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  (R a n g e  0 - 8 ) .8 8 4 0 . 0 7 4 3 0 .1 4 3 .8 8 1 2 .0 7 2 6 0 .1 2 5
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n .8 9 6 8 .0 5 0 6 0 .0 5 4 .8 9 5 6 .0 4 9 9 0 .0 4 8
(R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 )
F e m a le  = 1 .7 4 4 0 .2 8 6 2 0 .4 4 2 .7 4 1 6 .2 8 3 7 0 .4 3 5
A g e * . 7 6 3 5 .1 1 4 9 0 .0 7 3 .8 0 8 6 .0 8 3 9 0 . 0 4 1
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s 1 .0 5 4 7 . 0 4 7 4 0 .2 3 6 1 .0 5 4 4 .0 4 6 8 0 .2 3 2
(R a n g e  2 - 2 3 )
Y e a r  i n  S c h o o l * * 1 .1 8 7 2 .2 5 7 1 0 .4 2 8
R e l a t i o n s h i p  P r e v io u s  = 2 1 .4 1 5 9 .5 8 6 4 0 .4 0 1
C o h a b i t i n g  (0 = N o ; l= Y e s ) .8 3 8 8 .4 4 9 2 0 .7 4 3
M a r r ie d  = 1 1 .0 4 5 8 .3 4 5 1 0 . 8 9 2
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * * * 1 .2 9 4 3 .1 1 2 4 0 .0 0 3 1 .2 7 3 3 .1 0 0 4 0 . 002
S e x u a l l y  A c t i v e  = 1 1 .1 4 3 2 .5 7 7 5 0 .7 9 1
S o c ia l  D e s i r a b i l i t y .9 3 9 9 . 0 3 9 1 0 .1 3 7 .9 3 7 9 .0 3 8 5 0 .1 1 9
(R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 )
B . S e v e r e V i o l e n c e
F u l l  M o d e l R e d u c e d M o d e l
A c c u l t u r a t i o n  (R a n g e  1 - 5 ) 1 .1 2 9 3 .2 3 6 4 0 . 5 6 1 1 .1 3 1 9 .2 3 0 1 0 .5 4 2
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  (R a n g e  0 - 8 ) 1 .0 1 7 2 . 1 0 5 4 0 .8 6 9 1 .0 1 7 5 .1 0 4 3 0 . 8 6 5
S o c ia l  I n t e g r a t i o n .8 9 0 4 .0 7 0 3 0 .1 4 2 .8 8 7 6 .0 6 9 6 0 .1 2 9
(R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 )
F e m a le  = 1 .6 8 2 1 .3 5 5 2 0 .4 6 3 .6 5 2 0 .3 3 4 1 0 .4 0 4
A g e * .7 9 4 0 .1 5 2 1 0 . 2 2 9 .7 9 6 5 .1 1 4 4 0 .1 1 3
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s .9 2 5 5 .0 6 4 6 0 .2 6 8 .9 2 6 3 . 0 6 2 1 0 .2 5 5
(R a n g e  2 - 2 3 )
Y e a r  i n  S c h o o l * * .8 8 8 2 .2 4 3 2 0 .6 6 5
R e l a t i o n s h i p  P r e v io u s  = 2 1 .0 3 8 6 .5 9 4 1 0 . 9 4 7
C o h a b i t i n g  ( 0 - N o ;  1 - Y e s ) 2 .0 5 0 9 1 .3 3 7 1 0 .2 7 1
M a r r ie d  = 1 .8 2 4 6 .3 4 6 7 0 .6 4 7
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * * * 1 .1 1 4 8 .1 3 3 8 0 .3 6 5 1 .1 5 0 8 .1 1 8 2 0 .1 7 2
S e x u a l l y  A c t i v e  = 1 1 .3 9 8 4 1 .0 3 2 0 0 .6 5 0
S o c ia l  D e s i r a b i l i t y .9 1 9 1 . 0 5 4 6 0 .1 5 6 .9 1 9 1 .0 5 3 7 0 .1 5 0
(R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 )
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r is o n  g r o u p .
* A g e  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n  1 = 1 8 ; 2 = 1 9 ; 3 = 2 0  , - 4 = 2 1 ; 5 = 2 2 - 2 4 ; 6 = 2 5 - 2 9 ; 7 = 3 0 - 3 9 ; 8 = 4 0  -  
4 9 ; 9 = 5 0  o r  o l d e r . * *  Y e a r  i n  S c h o o l  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n  1 = F r e s h m a n , -2  = 
S o p h o m o r e , -3 = J u n i o r ; 4  = S e n i o r .  * * *  R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n :  
1 = L e s s  t h a n  1  m o n t h ;  2 = a b o u t  1 m o n t h ;  3 = a b o u t  2 m o n t h s ;  4  = 3 - 5  m o n t h s ;  5 = 6 - 1 1  
m o n t h s ;  6 = a b o u t  1 y e a r ;  7 = m o r e  t h a n  1 y e a r  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;  8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;  
9 = m o r e  t h a n  2 y e a r s  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  4 y e a r s ;  1 0  = 4 y e a r s  o r  m o r e
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TEST OF FULL MODEL FOR MEXICAN AMERICANS 
Backwards elimination stepwise multinomial logistic regression was used 
to analyze the full model displayed in Figure 1.1. This approach was used to 
obtain a parsimonious model by deleting variables that lacked statistical 
significance. Parsimony is desirable because a more economical and robust 
model with the greatest explanatory power is obtained. It is not desirable to 
include multiple indicators that are not contributing to the explanatory power 
because they could produce spurious findings. Some predictors that were found 
to be not significant were retained in the reduced model because of their 
theoretical interest to this study. Acculturation, criminal history, social integration, 
gender, socioeconomic status, and the social desirability scale were left in the 
reduced model.
The model in table 6.2 only analyzed Mexicans because it included the 
measure of acculturation. Table 6.2 (Panel A) shows the full model was not 
significant (p= .1209) and only relationship length is related to intimate partner 
violence. Moving our attention to the reduced model (Panel A) we see that the 
model became significant (p=.0146) and the model explained approximately 8% 
of the variation in intimate partner violence. The reduced model dropped year in 
school, relationship status (current or previous), cohabitation status, marital 
status, and sexual activity because they were not significant. Social integration, 
age of respondent, and relationship length were now significant in the reduced 
model.
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As sociai integration for Mexicans increased they were less likely to have 
assaulted their partners. The odds of minor violence rather than none decreased 
by 11% for Mexicans with each on-category increase in social integration, 
controlling for acculturation, criminal history, gender, age, socioeconomic status, 
relationship length, and social desirability.
Looking at age, as Mexican respondents become older the odds of minor 
violence against a partner decreased controlling for all other variables in the 
model. Looking at the length of relationship, the odds of minor violence rather 
than none increased by 27% for Mexicans with each one-category increase in 
relationship length, controlling for all other variables in the model. The more time 
a couple spends together, the more opportunity there is for conflict. Looking at 
severe violence (Panel B), no variables were significant, including the 
substantive issues in this study: acculturation, criminal history, and social 
integration.
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Figure 6.1. Predicted Probability Of Minor Or Severe Aassault On A Partner Based 
On Respondents Total Social Integration Score For Mexican Americans From 
Regression Of Table 6.2 (Reduced Model), Other Variables Held At Their Means
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Figure 6.1 is a graph of the Social Integration scale analysis in Table 6.2. 
Figure 6.1 shows that as integration into society increased, the probability of a 
minor assault on a partner decreased for Mexican Americans after controlling for 
all other variables in the reduced model. As Mexicans become more socially 
integrated into society as measured the probability of a minor or severe assault 
on a partner decreases.
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T a b l e  6 . 3 .  C o r r e l a t i o n  Of  A l l  V a r i a b l e s  F o r  Combi ned Sampl e  o f  M e x i c a n  a nd  N o n - M e x i c a n  R es po nd e n t s
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
l ) T y p e  o f
V i o l e n c e
2 ) M i n o r 0 . 8 9 * *
V i o l e n c e
3 ) S ev e r e 0 . 8 0 * * 0 . 4 6 * *
V i o l e n c e
4 ) C r i m i n a l 0 . 1 3 * * 0 . 1 0 * 0 . 1 3 * *
H i s t o r y
5 ) S o c i a l - 0  . 1 7 * * -0  . 1 6 * * - 0  . 1 3 * * - 0 . 5 0 * *
I n t e g r a t i o n
6 ) E t h n i c i t y 0 . 06 0 .08 0 .00 0 . 0 2 0 .08
7 ) G e n d e r - 0  . 00 - 0 . 0 0 0 . 01 - 0 . 3 1 * * 0 . 2 6 * * 0 . 03
8) Age -0 .04 - 0 . 0 5 - 0  . 02 0 .04 0 . 04 0 - 1 1 * 0 . 0 5
9 ) S o c i o ­
e co n om i c - 0  . 06 - 0 . 0 5 - 0  . 04 - 0  .02 - 0 . 0 1 - 0 . 5 1 * * - 0 . 1 4 * *  - 0 . 1 9 * *
S t a t u s
1 0 ) Y e a r  i n - 0 . 0 4 -0 . 04 - 0 . 0 5 - 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 8 -0 .01 0 . 0 3  0 . 5 4 * * 0 .01
U n i v e r s i t y
1 1 ) R e l a ­
t i o n s h i p - 0  . 00 0 . 0 2 - 0  . 03 0 . 06 - 0 . 1 3 * * - 0 . 0 5 - 0 . 1 7 * *  - 0 . 1 8 * * 0 . 0 5  - 0 . 0 8
C u r r e n t
1 2 ) Co­
h a b i t a t i o n 0 . 0 7 0 . 03 0 . 1 0 - 0 . 0 8 0 . 1 3 * * 0 . 0 0 0 . 1 5 * *  0 . 4 2 * * - 0 . 1 3 *  0 . 1 0 - 0  . 2 3 * *
1 3 ) M a r r i e d - 0 . 0 0 0 .04 - 0 . 0 7 0 . 1 4 * * - 0  ,00 0 . 1 7 * * 0 . 4 6 * *  - 0 . 1 4 * * 0 . 1 0  - 0 . 2 9 * * 0 . 7 0 * *
1 4 ) R e l a ­
t i o n s h i p 0 . 1 2 * * 0 . 1 3 * * 0 . 0 8 - 0 . 0 6 0 . 1 6 * * 0 . 0 7 0 . 2 1 * *  0 . 3 9 * * - 0 . 1 7 * *  0 . 1 5 * - 0  . 2 9 * * 0 . 4 3 * * 0 . 4 6 * *
L e n g t h
1 5 ) S e x u a l l y 0 . 0 6 0 . 06 0 .04 0 . 0 6 - 0 . 0 6 0 . 0 2 0 . 0 7  0 - 3 1 * * - 0 . 0 5  0 . 1 4 * * - 0  . 3 0 * * 0 . 2 8 * *  0 . 2 5 * *  0 . 3 5 * *
A c t i v e
1 6 ) S o c i a l - 0 . 1 3 * * - 0  . 1 4 * * - 0  . 07 - 0 . 3 8 * * 0 . 4 2 * * 0 . 1 8 * * 0 . 0 7 -  0 . 0 6 - 0 . 0 9  0 . 0 1 * * - 0  .09 0 . 0 0  - 0 . 0 4  0 . 0 9
D e s i r a b i l i t y
Mean o r .38 .37 . 12 2 . 76 2 .39 30 .94 .64 4 . 7 7 9 . 5 3  3 . 0 6 .30 .40  .22 7 . 3 8
P r o p o r t i o n
S t a n d a r d .69 4 8 . 4 1 32 .26 1.  33 2 .63 4 . 0 3 .48 1 . 8 3 4 . 2 5  1 . 0 6 .45 .46  .41  2 . 6 5
D e v i a t i o n
. 2 2  
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CORRELATES OF INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE FOR COMBINED 
SAMPLE OF MEXICANS AND NON-MEXICANS 
Table 6.3 gives the correlations of all the variables in this study for both 
ethnic groups. Acculturation was not used in this analysis because it only 
applies to Mexican Americans.
Criminal History and Intimate Partner Violence
As was the case for the Mexican American sample, the correlations for 
the combined sample in Table 6.3 show that as criminal history (row 4) 
increased, intimate partner violence increased. The same trend applies when 
looking at each type of violence.
Social Integration and Intimate Partner Violence
For type of violence (column 1) and social integration (row 5), as social 
integration increased, intimate partner violence decreased. Additionally, type 
of violence separately (minor and severe) was also significant. As integration 
into society increased minor and severe assaults on a partner decreased.
Demographic and Control Variables and Intimate Partner Violence
Relationship length (row 14) was associated with intimate partner 
violence (column 1). Furthermore, relationship length was also associated 
with minor violence only but not with severe violence. As the length of the
143
permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
respondent’s relationship increased, so did intimate partner violence. This 
was also the case for minor violence only but not for severe. Again a 
probable explanation is “time at risk”, the more time a couple spends 
together, the more opportunity there is for conflict. No other variables were 
associated with intimate partner violence for the combined ethnic groups.
144
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
T a b le  6 . 4 .  M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s io n  O f  I n t i m a t e  P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e  On C r i m i n a l  
H i s t o r y ,  S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n ,  E t h n i c i t y  ( M e x ic a n  A m e r ic a n s  a n d  N o n - M e x ic a n s ) , G e n d e r ,  
A g e ,  S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s ,  Y e a r  I n  S c h o o l ,  R e l a t i o n s h i p  P r e v io u s ,  C o h a b i t a t i o n  S t a t u s  
M a r i t a l  S t a t u s ,  R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h ,  S e x u a l  A c t i v i t y ,  A n d  S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  ( F u l l
M o d e l  A n d  R e d u c e d  M o d e l ) .
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  = 3 4 8  
LR  c h i 2 (2 6 )  = 4 6 . 5 2  
P r o b  > c h i2  = 0 .0 0 8 0  
P s e u d o  R2 ■ = 0 .0 7 7 4
V a r i a b l e s  RRR S t d .  E r r .  P > | z |
N u m b e r o f  o b s  = 
LR  c h i 2 ( 1 6 )  = : 
P r o b  > c h i2  = 0 
P s e u d o  R2 = 0
RRR S t d .  E r r .
3 4 8  
3 8 .8 8  
.0 0 1 1  
.0 6 4  7
P > | z |
A .  M in o r  V i o l e n c e
F u l l M o d e l R e d u c e d M o d e l
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  (R a n g e  0 - 8 ) ,9 4 8 6 . 0 6 3 1 0 .4 2 8 .9 4 8 6 .0 6 2 4 0 .4 2 3
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  (R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 ) . 9 4 4 4 .0 4 0 0 0 .1 7 7 .9 3 9 3 .0 3 8 9 0 .1 3 1
M e x ic a n  = 1 2 .2 4 1 9 .7 7 3 3 0 .0 1 9 2 .1 9 5 8 . 7 4 7 7 0 . 0 2 1
F e m a le  = 1 . 7 8 7 5 .2 4 1 1 0 .4 3 6 .7 7 4 3 .2 3 4 7 0 .3 9 9
A g e * . 8 0 0 1 .0 9 3  7 0 .0 5 7 .8 4 1 7  .. 0 7 0 2 0 .0 3 9
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s  (R a n g e  2 - 2 3 ) 1 .0 0 0 7 . 0 3 0 9 0 .9 8 1 1 .0 0 4 4 .0 3 0 6 0 . 8 8 4
Y e a r  i n  S c h o o l * * 1 .1 7 7 5 .2 0 5 9 0 .3 5 0
R e l a t i o n s h i p  P r e v io u s  = 2 1 .3 7 2 0 .4 3 4 8 0 .3 1 8
C o h a b i t i n g  (0 = N o ; l= Y e s ) 1 .0 0 0 8 .4 3 1 5 0 . 9 9 8
M a r r i e d  = 1 . 9 0 5 2 .2 3 7 0 0 . 7 0 4
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * * * 1 .2 1 0 0 . 0 8 0 4 0 .0 0 4 1 .1 8 9 7 .0 7 2 2 0 .0 0 4
S e x u a l l y  A c t i v e  = 1 1 .3 0 4 1 .5 1 5 0 0 .5 0 1
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  (R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 ) . 9 2 4 8 . 0 3 0 2 0 .0 1 7 .9 2 7 8 . 0 2 9 8 0 .0 2 0
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
F u l l M o d e l R e d u c e d M o d e l
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  (R a n g e  0 - 8 ) 1 .1 2 0 4 . 0 9 1 4 0 .1 6 3 1 .1 0 3 1 .0 8 8 2 0 .2 2 0
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  (R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 ) .8 8 0 2 . 0 5 0 5 0 .0 2 6 .8 8 8 1 . 0 5 0 0 0 .0 3 5
M e x ic a n  = 1 1 .3 2 7 1 . 5 8 7 3 0 .5 2 3 1 .2 3 5 0 . 5 4 1 9 0 .6 3 0
F e m a le  = 1 1 .3 2 S 7 . 5 5 4 7 0 .4 9 9 1 .3 7 6 4 .5 6 9 4 0 .4 4 0
A g e * . 7 2 1 0 .1 0 8 2 0 .0 2 9 .7 9 9 1 .0 8 9 6 0 . 0 4 6
S o c io e c o n o m ic  S t a t u s  (R a n g e  2 - 2 3 ) .9 8 7 8 . 0 4 0 4 0 .7 6 5 .9 8 2 4 . 0 3 9 2 0 .6 5 7
Y e a r  i n  S c h o o l * * 1 .0 4 9 3 .2 2 3 6 0 . 8 2 1
R e l a t i o n s h i p  P r e v io u s  = 2 1 .0 3 0 8 .4 5 9 1 0 .9 4 6
C o h a b i t i n g  (0 = N o ; l= Y e s ) 2 .2 7 8 6 1 .1 9 3 0 .1 1 6
M a r r i e d  = 1 1 .0 7 4 0 .3 3 7 8 0 . 8 2 0
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h * * * 1 .1 9 6 3 .1 1 1 5 0 .0 5 5 1 .2 5 0 0 . 1 0 4 5 0 .0 0 8
S e x u a l l y  A c t i v e  = 1 1 .0 7 9 8 .6 1 1 3 0 . 8 9 2
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  (R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 ) .9 7 3 8 .0 4 2 0 0 . 5 3 9 .9 7 0 2 . 0 4 1 3 0 .4  79
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p .
* A g e  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n  1 = 1 8 ; 2 = 1 9 ; 3 = 2 0 ; 4 = 2 1 ; 5 = 2 2 - 2 4 ; 6 = 2 5 - 2 9 ; 7 = 3 0 - 3 9 ; 8 = 4 0 -  
49 ,- '9= 50  o r  o l d e r . * *  Y e a r  i n  S c h o o l  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  r e g r e s s i o n  1 =  F re s h m a n ,-2  = 
S o p h o m o r e ;3 = J u n i o r ; 4 = S e n io r .  * * *  R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h  C a t e g o r i e s  u s e d  f o r  
r e g r e s s i o n :  1 =  L e s s  t h a n  1 m o n t h ;  2 = a b o u t  1 m o n t h ;  3 = a b o u t  2 m o n t h s ;  4 = 3 - 5  
m o n t h s ;  5 = 6 - 1 1  m o n t h s ;  6 = a b o u t  1  y e a r ;  7 = m o r e  t h a n  1  y e a r  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  2 y e a r s ;  
8 = a b o u t  2 y e a r s ;  9 = m o re  t h a n  2 y e a r s  b u t  l e s s  t h a n  4 y e a r s ;  1 0  = 4 y e a r s  o r  m o re
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TEST OF THE FULL MODEL FOR COMBINED SAMPLE OF MEXICAN 
AMERICANS AND NON-MEXICANS 
Backwards elimination was used to simplify the full regression model, 
fitted to the combined sample of Mexican Americans and Non-Mexican 
Whites. This model does not include the independent variable acculturation 
into Anglo American society because it does not apply to the Non-Mexican 
White students. Acculturation, criminal history, social integration, ethnicity, 
gender, socioeconomic status, and social desirability scale were left in the 
reduced model because of their importance to this study. Looking at minor 
violence in table 6.4 (Panel A) the full model was initially significant (p=.0080). 
The reduced model dropped year in school, relationship status (current or 
previous), cohabitation status, marital status, and sexual activity because they 
were not significant. This left ethnicity, age, relationship length, and social 
desirability as significant. The reduced model was significant (p=.0011) and 
the pseudo R-squared is 6%. The relative risk ratio shows that the odds of 
Mexican respondents committing a minor assault on a partner rather than no 
assault increased by 119%, controlling for everything else.
Panel B of Table 6.4 shows that Social Integration was significant in 
the reduced model. As integration into society increased the probability of a 
severe assault decreased. Each increase of one point in the Social 
Integration Scale was associated with a 12% decrease in partner assault.
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The odds of a severe assault rather than no assault on a partner decreased 
by 14%, controlling for all other variables.
Other variables that were found to be significant and related to severe 
assaults included age and relationship length. As a respondent’s age 
increased, the probability of a severe assault decreased, controlling for 
everything else. This could possibly be a maturation effect. Many other 
studies have found that criminal behavior decreases with age. Also, 
relationship length was significant.
An interaction term was created by multiplying ethnicity by social 
integration to assess if there was an interaction effect between ethnicity, 
social integration, and intimate partner violence. Additionally, an interaction 
term was created by multiplying ethnicity by criminal history to assess if there 
was an interaction between ethnicity, social integration, and intimate partner 
violence. The results showed that there was not a significant interaction 
effect (Appendix C).
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Figure 6.2. Predicted Probability Of A Severe Assault On A Partner For 
Combined Sample Based On Respondents Total Social Integration Score From 
Regression Of Table 6.4, Other Variables Held At Their Means
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Figure 6.2 is a graph of the analysis shown in panel B of Table 6.4 and 
shows the trend for severe intimate partner violence. As social integration 
increased severe intimate partner violence decreased for both ethnic groups 
when controlling for all other variables. The steepness of the slopes in Figure 
6.2 are almost identical for Mexicans and Non-Mexicans thus illustrating that
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there were no interaction effects between ethnicity, social integration, and 
intimate partner violence.
LIMITATIONS
There are several reasons why the results of this study should be 
treated with caution. First, using a student sample limits the generalizability 
of the findings to other populations of young people.
Second, when using a self-report measure of crime, full disclosure can 
be a problem. Some respondents may not be willing to admit that they 
committed a crime. Respondents who did not fully admit to committing the 
crimes in the Criminal History scale also may not have admitted to assaulting 
a partner. However, I attempted to control for this by including the Social 
Desirability scale in the model tested.
Third, the Criminal History scale used does not include a large variety 
of crimes. Despite this, high prevalence rates were found.
Fourth, recall also poses a problem when asking respondents to 
remember what they have done in the past. Some respondents may have 
forgotten their actions from the past 5 to 15 years. Other respondents may 
selectively remember not committing any criminal acts, minimizing an 
altercation with an intimate partner.
Fifth, this study used data that is cross-sectional and does not provide 
information on the causal sequence.
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Sixth, the sample was drawn from students who attended two Texas 
universities. Carrying a weapon in Texas is legal with a permit and is not 
considered a crime. This poses a problem for one of the measures of crime, 
which asks if the respondent carried a hidden weapon. However, the analysis 
conducted revealed a relationship primarily with property crime and not 
violent crime. Thus one of the findings that links property crime to intimate 
partner violence remains intact.
Seventh, the assault on a partner asked in the Conflict Tactics Scales 
could be the same assault reported in the Criminal History scale (attacked 
someone to hurt with the idea of seriously hurting them).
Eighth, this study is also limited by its acculturation scale, other 
indicators such as food preference, generation in the United States, etc. could 
have been included. The study of the acculturation process can better be 
investigated with a longitudinal design.
Ninth, the alpha coefficient of reliability for some of the scales was low. 
A low alpha coefficient indicates an unreliable measure and raises the 
possibility that the findings concerning the scales could be a product of 
measurement error.
Finally, the results refer to Mexican American students and are not 
generaiizable to other Hispanic groups.
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FUTURE RESEARCH 
There are many other explanations of why intimate partner violence 
occurs other than social control, for example, feminist theory, differential 
association, learning theory, or conflict theory, rational choice theory, social 
disorganization theory, and strain theory. All of these have the potential to 
enhance theoretical understandings of partner assault and could be used to 
further enhance primary prevention and treatment of offenders.
The stress that the acculturation process may cause is important and 
could be further investigated.
Intimate partners may have different levels of acculturation. Clashing 
cultural expectations could be an explanation (shared values about 
relationships).
Furthermore one of the most interesting findings in this study needs 
to be investigated in a future study. A counterintuitive finding was that 
property crime was a better predictor of intimate partner violence than violent 
crime.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
This goal of this study was to examine the relationship that ethnicity, 
acculturation, criminal history, and social integration have to intimate partner 
violence.
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Ethnicity and Acculturation
In reference to acculturation by Mexicans into American society, this 
study has contributed to the current debate about the effect that acculturation 
into Anglo American society has on intimate partner violence. As was 
mentioned in the review of literature, some studies have found that 
acculturation into American society by Mexicans is associated with an 
increase in delinquent behavior in general (Reuschenberg and Buriel 1989; 
Samaniego and Gonzales 1999). One study also found that as acculturation 
into Anglo American society increases the likelihood of assaulting a partner 
also increases (Sorenson and Telles 1988). Kantor etl al. (1994) also found a 
relationship between acculturation and wife assault measuring acculturation 
with language preference and place of birth.
Contrary to the studies cited, this study found acculturation had no 
effect on the likelihood of assaulting a partner despite the fact that language 
and place of birth was also used to measure acculturation into Anglo 
American society. The high socioeconomic status level of respondents may 
be confounding the acculturation measure. A high degree of acculturation 
into American society is required for respondents to achieve a higher 
standard of living.
Another explanation that needs to be investigated is that even though 
a Mexican respondent may have a low acculturation level into American 
society, that same individual may be highly socially integrated into a different
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ethnic network that provides support and resources that could prevent or 
discourage intimate partner violence. Here, availability is key. Some 
Mexican American respondents may not have access to family or friends 
because they are in Mexico and not readily available.
Criminal History
The findings from this study also found that under some circumstances 
a respondent’s criminal history was associated with severe assault on a 
partner. The finding that crime committed early in life was associated with a 
higher probability of assaulting a partner than crime committed later in life 
suggests that partner assault, like many other adult crimes, reflects a pattern 
of crime that begins early in life. This supports developmental theories of 
crime that focus on age progression and studies that suggest that criminal 
activity which began at an early age can predict crime committed later in life 
(Glueck and Glueck 1950; Laub and Sampson 1990).
Additionally, of particular interest is the finding that property crime was 
a better predictor of partner assaults than violent crimes. This supports the 
position that people with a criminal history have a generalist pattern. That is, 
they do not specialize in one type of crime. They commit both property and 
violent crimes (Hamparian 1985).
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Social Integration
Control theory was also tested in this study by using the Social 
Integration scale. Support for control theory has generally been found in 
previous research (Reiss 1951; Nye 1958; Hirschi 1969). Support for social 
integration was one of the most consistent findings throughout the study. The 
forces that society imposes on an individual seem to have an effect on 
individual actions.
Additionally, one finding from this study suggests that Non-Mexicans 
have stronger family networks to rely on than Mexican Americans. This 
would question the description of Hispanic families as cohesive and loyal 
(close knit) when compared to Euro-American families (Vega, Warheit, Buhi- 
Auth, and Meinhart 1984). It is important to mention the findings from the 
social desirability scale in this study. Mexican respondents were more likely 
to portray themselves in a favorable way than Non-Mexican respondents. 
Further speculating on why this is the case could include the economic 
circumstances of Mexicans in the United States. New immigrant groups may 
be pooling their monetary resources to survive, thus explaining why Hispanic 
families have been described as cohesive and loyal.
In the past, theories about partner assault and policies and 
interventions to minimize partner assault have tended to focus on feminist 
theories and interventions or psychological theories and interventions. This
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suggests that policies couid be implemented to improve the social resources 
that increase bonds to society.
Mexicans In Contemporary America
According to the 2000 census, the racial composition of the United 
States is rapidly changing. Hispanics are on pace to be the largest minority 
group in the United States in the next decade. Although the United States is 
a nation of immigrants, stereotypes about immigrant groups have suggested 
that only through acculturation into American society can problems such as 
crime and partner assaults be reduced or solved. Historically, many new 
immigrant groups have been viewed with skepticism and greeted with 
hostility, even by individuals of their own race or ethnicity. For example, in 
California in the 1990’s Proposition 187 was designed to eliminate the social 
resources available to illegal immigrants. Another focal point of tension has 
been various movements to declare English the official language of the 
United States. Only through a better understanding of how Hispanics, in this 
case Mexican Americans, function and think can skepticism and hostilities be 
reduced by both groups thereby allowing greater opportunity for acculturation.
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Thank you for giving us your time.
What we are doing
We are a group of researchers at the University of New Hampshire 
Family Research Lab. We are trying to develop tests that ask people about 
their current relationships and about their attitudes towards relationships. We 
want to find out some new, better ways to identify the strengths and 
weaknesses in peoples’ relationships. Eventually, we hope this test will be 
used to help people with relationship problems.
You should know that some of the questions include sexual content, 
although you do not have to be sexually active in order to participate.
Confidentiality
ALL of your responses will be completely confidential and anonymous. 
We will NOT ask you for your name, and the answers to these questions will 
never be associated with you in any way. PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR 
NAME ANYWHERE.
You can help us most by answering every question on the 
questionnaire, but you may omit any questions or discontinue at any time.
Your comments
You can write on the questionnaires--in fact, we hope that you will 
have lots of suggestions and comments on them! But PLEASE do not make 
any extra marks on the answer sheets; because otherwise we won’t be able 
to computer score them.
More information about the study
We will give you an information sheet when you are finished with the 
questionnaire. You can also contact us at the Family Research Lab. The 
contact person is Ignacio Luis Ramirez, 603-862-1802; ilr@cisunix.unh.edu.
PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE OR THE
 ______________________ ANSWER SHEETS._______________________
Background Information
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i. PLEASE MARK YOUR ANSWER TO THE FOLLOWING 2 QUESTIONS 
IN THE SHADED SPACES PROVIDED ON THE LEFT OF THE ANSWER 
SHEET.
DO NOT MARK YOUR NAME ON ANY OF THE FORMS.
1. FORM: Under Name on Answer Sheet 1, please mark the letter N and fill in 
the matching bubble in that column. Please do not put any other information 
under Name.
2. ID NUMBER: Write the 5-digit code that is stamped at the top of your 
answer sheets in the boxes and bubbles under IDENTIFICATION NUMBER. 
Please do this now on ALL THREE of your answer sheets.
II. PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE RIGHT 
(UNSHADED) SIDE OF THE ANSWER SHEET 1, STARTING WITH ITEM 
# 1.
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4. What is your racial or ethnic identity?
. 1 = Asian
2 = African American (Black)
3 = Caucasian (White)
4 = Native American (American Indian, Samoan, or Hawaiian)
5 = Mexican American
6 = Mexican National
7 = Other Hispanic:_____________
8 = Other:____________________
5. Where were you bom?
1 = United States
2 = Mexico
3 = Other_________
6. Where do you live?
1 = United States
2 = Mexico
3 = Other_________
7. What country are you a citizen of?
1 = United States
2 = Mexico
3 = Dual Citizen of Mexico/United States
4 = Resident of the United States
5 = Other__________ .
8. What is your father’s highest level of education?
1 = less than high school
2 = high school graduate
3 = some college
4 = two-year college graduate (for example, community college)
5 = four-year college graduate
6 = some graduate school
7 = graduate degree
9. What is your mother’s highest level of education?
1 = less than high school
2 = high school graduate
3 = some college
4 = two-year college graduate (for example, community college)
5 = four-year college graduate
6 = some graduate school
7 = graduate degree
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10. What is your family’s yearly income? (Make your best estimate)
1 = Under $9,999
2 = $10,000 to $19,999
3 = $20,000 to $29,999
4 = $30,000 to $39,999
5 = $40,000 to $49,999
6 = $50,000 to $59,999
7 = $60,000 to $69,999
8 = $70,000 to $79,999
9 = $80,000 or more
11. What is your parents’ current marital status?
1 = married to each other
2 = separated
3 = divorced
4 = never married to each other and not living together
5 = never married to each other and living together
6 = one or both parents have died
12. Indicate which of the following applies to you.
1 = I am currently in a relationship that has lasted at least one month.
2 = I have been in a relationship that has lasted at least one month, but am 
not now. Answer the rest of the questions about your most recent 
relationship (that lasted one month or more).
3 = I have never been in a relationship that has lasted at least one month. If 
you answer 3, skip to question #16.
The words “partner” and “your partner” refer to the person in the relationship you will 
describe on the next questions. Answer every question for your current partner or 
most recent partner (and always answer about the same person).
13. Are you living with your partner (or were you before the relationship ended)?
1 = no
2 = yes
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15. How long have you been in this relationship (or how long did the most recent 
relationship last)?
1 = Less than one month
2 = About 1 month
3 = About 2 months
4 = Three to five months
5 = Six months to eleven months
6 = About a year
7 = More than a year, but less than 2 years
8 = About 2 years
9 = More than 2 years, but less than 4 years
10 =Four years or more
16. How long ago did this relationship end?
1 = It has not ended
2 = Less than one month ago
3 = About 1 month ago
4 = About 2 months ago
5 = Three to five months ago
6 = Six months to eleven months ago
7 = About a year ago
8 = More than a year but less than 2 years ago
9 = About 2 years ago
10 =More than 2 years ago
17. What is (was) your partner’s gender?
1 = male
2 = female
18. Is (was) sex a part of your relationship?
1 = no
2 = yes
19. What language do you prefer to speak?
1= Spanish all the time 
2= Spanish most of the time 
3= Spanish and English equally 
4= English most of the time 
5= English all of the time
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20. What language do you speak at home?
1= Spanish all the time 
2= Spanish most of the time 
3= Spanish and English equally 
4= English most of the time 
5= English all of the time
21. What language do you speak with your friends?
1= Spanish all the time 
2= Spanish most of the time 
3= Spanish and English equally 
4= English most of the time 
5= English all of the time
22. What language do you speak at work?
1 = Spanish all the time 
2= Spanish most of the time 
3- Spanish and English equally 
4= English most of the time 
5= English all of the time
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USE ANSWER SHEET#! TO ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS
The following statements are about you or the relationship between you and 
someone else (such as your partner or members of your family). Please read each 
statement and decide how much you agree with it. If a question doesn’t apply to you 
or to the relationship described, please mark “strongly disagree” as your answer.
For questions that refer to your partner, please do the following:
If you are currently in a relationship that has tasted one month or more, answer 
about that relationship.
If you are not now in a relationship, but have been in a relationship that lasted one 
month or more in the past, answer about what went on during the most 
recent relationship of that length.
If you have not been in a relationship that lasted one month or more, answer about 
your parents’ relationship (with each other).
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
23. My relationship with my partner is the most important relationship I have
24. My parents made sure I went to school
25.1 would give up almost anything for my partner
26. My partner doesn’t have enough sense to make important decisions
27. I often feel empty
28.1 often break things that belong to others on purpose
29. People usually like my partner
30. I’d do almost anything to keep people from leaving me
31.1 can calm myself down when I am upset with my partner
32. Before age 15,1 was arrested or convicted of something serious
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
33. Before I let myself get really mad at my partner, I think about what will happen if I 
lose my temper
34. My parents did not keep me clean
35. A woman who has been raped probably asked for it
36.1 have family members who would help me out if I had a problem
37. Men are more dishonest than women
38. My partner often nags me
39. I rarely have anything to do with religious activities
40. My partner is basically a good person
41.1 am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable
42. Sometimes I can’t remember what happened the night before because of 
drinking
43.1 can't bring myself to say nice things to my partner even when I'm thinking them
44. Since age 15,1 have stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $50.00
45. When I was a kid, I saw my mother or father kick, punch, or beat up their partner
46.1 often feel resentful of women
47.1 can feel my blood rising when I start to get mad at my partner
48.1 lie to make myself look better
49.1 enjoy my day-to-day life
50.1 try not to think about terrible things that happened to me
51. Since age 15, I have been arrested or convicted of something serious
52.1 usually wake up feeling pretty good
53. Since age 15,1 have stolen money (from anyone, including family)
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
54. When I was a kid, people (adults or kids) who were not part of mv family pushed, 
shoved, or slapped me, or threw things at me
55.1 make excuses when I’ve said something to my partner I shouldn't have
56. Men treat women badly
57. My life is generally going well
58. A boy who is hit by another boy should hit back
59. My partner does things just to annoy me
60. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone
61. When I was a kid, people (adults or kids) who were not part of mv family told me 
to hit back if someone hit me or insulted me
62. My relationships have big ups and downs
63. Before I was 18, an adult in my family had sex with me (vaginal, anal, or ora!)
64. Men irritate me a lot
65. Sometimes I have doubts that my relationship with my partner will last
66. My partner and I disagree about what types of affection are okay in public
67. Men respect women
68. My parents did not comfort me when I was upset
69. Women treat men badly
70. I worry that I have a drug problem
71. I don’t think about how what I do will affect other people
72. I give up easily on difficult projects
73. Marriage is forever
74. I don’t like my work or classes
75. Once sex gets past a certain point, a man can’t stop himself until he is satisfied
76. No matter whom I am talking to I am always a good listener
77.1 don’t tell my partner when I disagree about important things
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
78. I have a right to know everything my partner does
79. I can usually tell when I am about to lose my temper at my partner
80. When I was a teenager, I was hit a lot by my mother or father
81. Before I was 18, another kid in my family made me look at or touch their private 
parts (sex organs), or looked at or touched mine
82. Before age 15, I stole or tried to steal something worth more than $50.00
83. It’s all right to break the law as long as you don’t get hurt
84. My father or mother told me to hit back if someone hit me or insulted me
85.1 avoid doing anything that reminds me of terrible things that happened to me
86. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my 
own
87. When I was a kid, I often saw kids who were not in mv family get into fights and 
hit each other
88. I am generally in a good mood
89. I can think of a situation when I would approve of a wife slapping a husband’s 
face
90.1 am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me
91.1 spend time with friends who have been in trouble with the law
92.1 have goals in life that I try to reach
93.1 would feel betrayed if my partner was too busy to spend time with me
94.1 often do things that are against the law
95. I think good things will happen to me in the future
96. If a wife refuses to have sex, there are times when it may be okay to make her do 
it
97. When I am drinking I usually have five or more drinks at a time
98. I would hate it if my partner confided in someone besides me
99. I sometimes drink five or more drinks at a time, but only on weekends
175
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 = Strongiy Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
100.1 have friends who have committed crimes
101. When a boy is growing up, it’s important for him to have a few fistfights
102. There is nothing I can do to control my feelings when my partner hassles me
103. When I was a kid, I saw a member of my family who was not my mother or 
father, push, shove, slap, or throw something at someone
104. Before I was 18, an adult in my family made me look at or touch their private 
parts (sex organs), or looked at or touched mine
105. I have thought seriously about ending my relationship with my partner
106.1 am constantly looking for signs of danger
107.1 go back and forth between thinking my partner is perfect or terrible
108. I can think of a situation when I would approve of a husband slapping a wife’s 
face
109. To get ahead, I have done some things which are not right
110. I am easily frustrated by women
111. My partner likes to make me mad
112. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged
113.1 often do things that other people think are dangerous
114. Caring for my partner means more to me than caring for myself
115.1 was spanked or hit a lot by my mother or father
116. I recognize when I am beginning to get angry at my partner
117. My partner needs to remember that I am in charge
118. My partner and I disagree about each other’s irritating habits
119. When my partner says something mean, I usually say something mean back
120. I don’t tell my partner when I disagree about important things
PLEASE TURN TO ANSWER SHEET #2
USE ANSWER SHEET #2 TO ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS
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Please answer these questions using the same response options as
before:
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
1. It is usually my partner's fault when I get mad
2. People often interrupt me when I’m trying to get things done
3 .1 am easily startled
4. My partner and I disagree about whether it is okay to tell each other we disagree
5. Before I was 18, an adult who was not part of mv family had sex with me (vaginal, 
anal, or oral)
6. I sometimes drink enough to feel really high or drunk
7. Since age 15, I have carried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket knife 
(when not necessary for my job)
8. My partner and I generally have equal say about decisions
9. My partner treats me well
10. Women irritate me a lot
11.1 don’t have enough money for my daily needs
12. My partner and I disagree about his or her friends and family
13. My parents did not help me to do my best
14. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake
15. I can set up a time out break during an argument with my partner
16. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way
17. Men are rude
18. My relationship with my partner is worth the effort I put into it
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
19.1 attend a church, synagogue, or mosque once a month or more
20. A man should not walk away from a physical fight with another man
21.1 have had thoughts of cutting or burning myself
22. In the past, I used coke, crack, or harder drugs (like uppers, heroin, or opiates) 
more than once or twice
23. My sex life with my partner is good
24. I get hassled because of who I am
25. My parents did not care if I got into trouble in school
26. I often get hurt by things that I do
27.1 have overdosed on drugs or had a severe health problem because of taking 
drugs to get high
28. Before I was 18, another kid who was not part of my family made me look at or 
touch their private parts (sex organs), or looked at or touched mine
29. When I feel myself getting angry at my partner, I try to tell myself to calm down
30. It’s sometimes necessary for parents to slap a teen who talks back or is getting 
into trouble
31.1 have a right to be involved with anything my partner does
32.1 am so sad, sometimes I wonder why I bother to go on living
33. Before I was 18, an adult who was not part of mv family made me look at or 
touch their private parts (sex organs), or looked at or touched mine
34. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others
35. Since age 15,1 have physically attacked someone with the idea of seriously 
hurting them
36. Terrible things happened to me that made me feel helpless and horrified
37.1 would hate it if my partner paid a lot of attention to someone besides me
38. When I don't understand what my partner means I ask for more explanation
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
39. I wish my partner and I got along better than we do
40. When my partner and I have problems, I blame him or her
41. My housing is not satisfactory (e.g., too much noise, heating problems, run-down, 
problems with neighbors)
42. I would be upset if my partner hugged someone a little too long
43. My partner and I disagree about when to have sex
44. I share my thoughts with a family member
45. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget
46. I feel sad quite often
47. I’d feel jealous if my partner were helpful to someone of the opposite sex
48. Women are rude
49. When my partner is nice to me I wonder what my partner wants
50. I only treat people badly if they deserve it
51. Before I was 18, another kid in my family did things to me that I now think was 
sexual abuse
52. When my partner wants to talk about our problems, I try to avoid talking about 
them
53.1 have trouble following the rules at work or in school
54.1 often lie to get what I want
55. Finding time for meals is hard for me
56. There have been times when I have felt like rebelling against people in authority 
even though I knew they were right
57.1 insist on knowing where my partner is at all times
58. My partner and I disagree about my friends and family
59. When I'm mad at my partner, I say what I think without thinking about the 
consequences
60. My parents gave me enough clothes to keep me warm
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
61. My partner and I disagree about how much money to spend when we go places
62. Before age 15, I carried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket knife (when 
not necessary for my job)
63.1 say mean things to my partner, but then tell him or her "I'm only kidding"
64. Before I was 18, another kid who was not part of mv family did things to me that I 
now think was sexual abuse
65. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I have thought 
too little of my ability
66. It is sometimes necessary to discipline a child with a good, hard spanking
67. My mood is always changing
68. My parents helped me with homework
69. My friends pressure me to do things I don’t want to do
70.1 change suddenly from being one kind of person to another
71. Sometimes I have to remind my partner of who’s boss
72. There are more bad things than good things in my relationship with my partner
73. My partner and I disagree about how much time we should spend together
74. My parents helped me when I had problems
75. I have considered leaving my partner
76. Terrible things have happened to me that I remember over and over
77. Before age 15,1 physically attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting 
them
78.1 have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings
79. I’ve been terrified by things that have happened to me
80. I’ve told others I will kill myself
81. I would be upset if someone hugged my partner a little too long
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree
3 = Agree
4 = Strongly Agree
82. I would hate it if someone else paid a lot of attention to my partner
83. Before age 15,1 stole money (from anyone, including family)
84. My partner and I have a very good relationship
85.! have a good social life with my partner
86.1 feel sorry when I hurt someone
87.1 have thought about killing myself
88. People at work or school don’t get along with me
89.1 have been treated for a drug problem
90. My partner and I disagree about telling other people about things that happen 
between us
91.1 would be mad if my partner flirted with someone else
92.1 have bad dreams about terrible things that happened to me
PLEASE TURN TO ANSWER SHEET #3
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USE ANSWER SHEET #3 TO ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS
RELATIONSHIP BEHAVIORS
No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when they disagree, get 
annoyed with the other person, want different things from each other, or just have 
spats or fights because they are in a bad mood, are tired or for some other reason. 
Couples also have many different ways of trying to settle their differences. This is a 
list of things that might happen when you have differences. Please mark how many 
times you did each to these things in the past year, and how many times your partner 
did them in the past year. If you or your partner did not do one of these things in the 
past year, but it happened before that, mark a “7" on your answer sheet for that 
question. If it never happened, mark an “8” on your answer sheet.
How often did this happen?
1 = Once in the past year
2 = Twice in the past year
3 = 3-5 times in the past year
4 = 6-10 times in the past year 
5 = 11-20 times in the past year
6 = More than 20 times in the past year
7 = Not in the past year, but it did happen before 
8 = This has never happened
1 .1 showed my partner I cared even though we disagreed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2 . My partner showed care for me even though we disagreed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3 . 1 explained my side of a disagreement to my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4 . My partner explained his or her side of a disagreement to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
5 . 1 insulted or swore at my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
6 . My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
7 . 1 threw something at my partner that could hurt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
8 . My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
9 . 1 twisted my partner’s arm or hair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
10. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
11.1 had a sprain, bruise, or small cut because of a fight
with my partner 1 2 
12. My partner had a sprain, bruise, or small cut because of a fight
3 4 5 6 7 8
with me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
13 .1 showed respect for my partner’s feelings about an issue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
14. My partner showed respect for my feelings about an issue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
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How often did this happen?
1 = Once in the past year
2 = Twice in the past year
3 = 3-5 times in the past year
4 = 6-10 times in the past year 
5 = 11 -20 times in the past year
6 = More than 20 times in the past year
7 = Not in the past year, but it did happen before 
8 = This has never happened
1 5 .1 made my partner have sex without a condom 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
16. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
17. I pushed or shoved my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
18. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 9 .1 used force (like hitting, holding down, or using
a weapon) to make my partner have oral or anal sex 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
20. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
21. I used a knife or gun on my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
22. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2 3 .1 passed out from being hit on the head by my
partner in a fight 
24. My partner passed out from a hit on the head
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
in a fight with me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2 5 .1 called my partner fat or ugly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
26. My partner called me fat or ugly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2 7 .1 punched or hit my partner with something that could hurt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
28. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
29. I destroyed something belonging to my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
30. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3 1 .1 went to a doctor (M.D.) because of a fight with my partner 
32. My partner went to a doctor (M.D.) because of a fight
■ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
with me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3 3 .1 choked my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
34. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3 5 .1 shouted or yelled at my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
36. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3 7 .1 slammed my partner against a wall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
38. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
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How often aid this happen?
1 = Once in the past year
2 = Twice in the past year
3 = 3-5 times in the past year
4 = 6-10 times in the past year 
5 = 11-20 times in the past year
6 = More than 20 times in the past year
7 = Not in the past year, but it did happen before 
8 = This has never happened
3 9 .1 said I was sure we could work out a problem 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
40. My partner was sure we could work it out 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4 1 .1 needed to see a doctor (M.D.) because of a fight
with my partner, but I didn’t 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
42. My partner needed to see a doctor (M.D.) because of a fight
with me, but didn’t 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4 3 .1 beat up my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
44. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4 5 .1 grabbed my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
46. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4 7 .1 used force (like hitting, holding down, or using a weapon)
to make my partner have sex with me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
48. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4 9 .1 stomped out of the room or house or yard during
a disagreement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
50. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
5 1 .1 insisted on sex when my partner did not want to (but did not
use physical force) 1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8
52. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
53. I slapped my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8
54. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
55 .1 had a broken bone from a fight with my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
56. My partner had a broken bone from a fight with me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
57 .1 used threats to make my partner have oral or anal sex 1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8
58. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
59 .1 suggested a compromise to a disagreement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
60. My partner suggested a compromise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
6 1 .1 burned or scalded my partner on purpose 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
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How often did this happen?
1 = Once in the past year
2 = Twice in the past year
3 = 3-5 times in the past year
4 = 6-10 times in the past year 
5 = 11-20 times in the past year
6 = More than 20 times in the past year
7 = Not in the past year, but it did happen before 
8 = This has never happened
62. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
63. I insisted my partner have oral or anal sex (but did not use
physical force) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
64. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
65. I accused my partner of being a lousy lover 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
66. My partner accused me of this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
67. I did something to spite my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
68. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
69. I threatened to hit or throw something at my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
70. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
71. I felt physical pain that still hurt the next day because
of a fight with my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
72. My partner still felt physical pain the next day because
of a fight we had 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
7 3 .1 kicked my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
74. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
75. I used threats to make my partner have sex 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
76. My partner did this to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
77. I agreed to try a solution to a disagreement my partner
suggested 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
78. My partner agreed to try a solution I suggested 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY
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Appendix B
R e l i a b i l i t y  A n a l y s i s  o f  M i n o r  A s s a u l t  O n  A  P a r t n e r
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  -  S C A L E (ALPHA)















t h r e w  s o m e t h i n g  a t  p r t n r  
t w i s t e d  p r t n r ' s  a r m ,  h a i r  
p u s h e d ,  s h o v e d  p r t n r  
g r a b b e d  p r t n r  
s l a p p e d  p r t n r
M e a n
. 5 3 2 5
. 4 2 9 0
. 9 3 2 0
1 . 0 4 4 4
. 6 2 1 3
C o r r e l a t i o n  M a t r i x
S t d  D e v
1 . 5 9 3 9  
1 . 3 9 3 9  
1 . 9 8 9 2  
2 . 1 2 2 6  
1 . 8 0 9 6
C a s e s
3 3 8 . 0  
3 3 8  . 0  
3 3 8  . 0 
3 3 8  . 0
3 3 8 . 0
CCAMS1 CCAMS2 CCAMS3 CCAMS4 CCAMS5
CCAMS1 1 . 0 0 0 0
CCAMS2 . 3 4 3 0
CCAMS3 . 3 0 7 2
CCAMS4 . 2 1 5 8
CCAMS5 . 2 7 7 9
N o f  C a s e s  =
1.0000 
. 3 2 3 1  
. 2 6 4 3  
. 3 7 6 3
3 3 8 .  0
1.0000
. 5 6 0 8
. 4 3 1 4
1 . 0 0 0 0
. '3 6 1 3 1 . 0 0 0 0
S t a t i s t i c s  f o r  
S c a l e
I t e m  M e a n s
M e a n  
3 . 5 5 9 2
M e a n  
. 7 1 1 8
V a r i a n c e  
3 8  . 6 2 7 1
M i n i m u m
. 4 2 9 0
N o f
S t d  D e v  V a r i a b l e s  
6 . 2 1 5 1  5
M a x im u m
1 . 0 4 4 4
R a n g e  
. 6 1 5 4
M a x / M i n
2 . 4 3 4 5
I n t e r - i t e m  
C o r r e l a t i o n s M e a n
. 3 4 6 1
M i n i m u m
. 2 1 5 8
M a x im u m
. 5 6 0 8
R E L I A B I L I T Y
I t e m - t o t a l  S t a t i s t i c s
S c a l e  
M e a n  
i f  I t e m  
D e l e t e d
A N A L Y S I S
R a n g e  







3 . 0 2 6 6  
3 . 1 3 0 2  
2 . 6 2 7 2  
2 . 5 1 4 8  
2 . 9 3 7 9
R e l i a b i l i t y  C o e f f i c i e n t s  
A l p h a  = . 7 2 5 1
S c a l e  
V a r i a n c e  
i f  I t e m  
D e l e t e d
2 9 . 5 5 1 2  
2 9 . 9 0 5 9  
2 3 . 0 8 9 1  
2 3 . 5 8 5 8  
2 5 . 9 6 9 4
C o r r e c t e d
I t e m -
T o t a l
C o r r e l a t i o n
. 3 7 7 1
. 4 4 4 6
.6 0 5 8
. 5 1 1 0
. 5 0 8 8
M a x / M i n  
2 . 5 9 9 2
(ALPHA)
5 i t e m s  
S t a n d a r d i z e d  i t e m  a l p h a  =
S q u a r e d
M u l t i p l e
C o r r e l a t i o n
. 1 6 9 6
. 2 2 2 3
.4 0 0 3
. 3 3 5 0
. 2 7 0 0
. 7 2 5 8
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V a r i a n c e
. 0 6 9 8
V a r i a n c e  
. 0 0 8 9
A l p h a  
i f  I t e m .  
D e l e t e d
. 7 1 6 1
. 6 9 6 8
. 6 2 5 1
. 6 7 1 1
. 6 6 8 7
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I  T  Y  A N A L Y S I S
u s e d  k n i f e ,  g u n  o n  p r t n r  
p u n c h e d  p r t n r / h i t  w /  s o m e t h i n g  
c h o k e d  p r t n r
s l a m m e d  p r t n r  a g a i n s t  a  w a l l  
b e a t  u p  p r t n r
b u r n e d / s c a l d e d  p r t n r  p u r p o s e l y  
k i c k e d  p r t n r
S C A L E  ( A L P H A )
M e a n  
. 0 5 3 6  
. 3 6 9 0  
. 0 7 7 4  
. 2 1 4 3  
. 1 6 6 7  
. 0 9 2 3  
. 2 6 7 9  
C o r r e l a t i o n  M a t r i x
CCASS1 
1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 3 5 2 4  
. 6 1 8 0  
.3 4 0 4  
. 6 9 7 6  
. 6 1 0 0  
. 2 3 7 3
CCASS2
1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 3 2 4 2  
. 3 5 9 3  
. 4 1 2 3  
. 2 7 2 1  
. 2 9 0 7
S t d  D e v  
. 3 8 2 6  
1 . 3 3 6 3  
. 5 8 8 4  
1 . 0 3 4 6  
. 9 2 8 3  
. 6 6 9 5  
1 . 1 8 9 4
CCASS3
1 . 0 0 0 0
. 3 6 9 9
. 4 6 2 7
. 5 1 9 8
. 2 2 6 2
C a s e s
3 3 6 . 0  
3 3 6  . 0 
3 3 6  . 0 
3 3 6  . 0
3 3 6 . 0  
3 3 6  . 0
3 3 6 . 0
CCASS4
1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 5 4 0 8  
. 4 3 2 5  
. 2 7 1 0
CCASS5
1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 6 3 8 1  




1 . 0 0 0 0
. 3 0 2 5
N  o f  C a s e s
S t a t i s t i c s  f o r  
S c a l e
1 . 0 0 0 0
3 3 6 . 0
M e a n  V a r i a n c e  
1 . 2 4 1 1  1 7 . 7 8 9 5
N o f
S t d  D e v  V a r i a b l e s  
4 . 2 1 7 8  7
I t e m  M e a n s M e a n
. 1 7 7 3
M i n i m u m
. 0 5 3 6
M a x im u m  R a n g e
. 3 6 9 0  . 3 1 5 5
M a x / M i n  
6 . 8 8 8 9
I n t e r - i t e m
C o r r e l a t i o n s  M e a n
. 4 0 6 8
I t e m - t o t a l  S t a t i s t i c s  
S c a l e  
M e a n  
i f  I t e m  
D e l e t e d
M i n i m u m
. 2 2 6 2
S c a l e  
V a r i a n c e  
i f  I t e m  
D e l e t e d
M a x im u m
. 6 9 7 6
C o r r e c t e d
I t e m -
T o t a l
C o r r e l a t i o n
R a n g e  M a x / M i n
. 4 7 1 4  3 . 0 8 3 9
S q u a r e d
M u l t i p l e








.1 8 7 5
. 8 7 2 0
. 1 6 3 7
.0 2 6 8
.0 7 4 4
.1 4 8 8
. 9 7 3 2
1 5 . 7 1 1 0  
1 1 . 7 0 6 0  
1 4 . 9 7 3 1  
1 2 . 7 0 0 8  
1 2 . 4 8 7 0  
1 4 . 2 5 8 4  
1 3 . 1 8 4 4
.6 3 7 0  
. 4 7 0 0  
. 5 4 2 4  
. 5 4 4 9  
. 6 7 6 9  
. 6 0 9 8  
. 3 6 9 4
. 6 2 3 2  
. 2 4 4 0  
. 4 4 2 2  
. 3 6 2 2  
. 6 3 7 0  
. 5 0 8 0  
. 1 4 8 8
R e l i a b i l i t y  C o e f f i c i e n t s  
A l p h a  = ■ . 7 6 8 4
7 i t e m s  
S t a n d a r d i z e d  i t e m  a l p h a . 8 2 7 6
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V a r i a n c e
. 0 1 3 2
V a r i a n c e
. 0 2 0 4
A lp h a  
i f  I t e m  
D e l e t e d
. 7 4 7 3  
. 7 6 0 5  
. 7 4 1 0  
. 7 2 7 3  
. 6 9 9 2  
. 7 2 6 6  
. 7 7 6 0
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Appendix C
M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s i o n  Of T o t a l  C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y ,  I n t i m a t e  
P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e ,  a n d  I n t e r a c t i o n  Term  ( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  a n d  
E t h n i c i t y )  F o r  C o m b in ed  S a m p le  o f  M e x i c a n  A m e r i c a n s  a n d  N o n - M e x ic a n
W h i t e s '
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 9 0 . 6 7 2 9 1
N u m b e r  o f  o b s  = 
L R  c h i 2 (1 0 )
P r o b  > c h i 2 = 
P s e u d o  R2 =
3 4 8  
1 9 . 7 7  
0 . 0 3 1 5  
0 . 0 3 2 9
C o e f . S t d .  E r r z P > | z | [95% C o n f .  I n t e r v a l ]
A .  M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
CH T o t a l  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) . 0 7 2 2  . 1 0 0 1 0 . 7 2 1 0 . 4 7 1  - . 1 2 4 1 . 2 6 8 5
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 0 0 4 3  . 4 1 4 2 2 . 4 2 5 0 . 0 1 5  . 1 9 2 4 1 . 8 1 6 2
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  & E t h n i c i t y )
- . 1 2 7 0  . 1 1 5 6 1 . 0 9 8 0 . 2 7 2  - . 3 5 3 6 .0 9 9 6
F e m a l e  = 1 - . 1 5 2 7  . 2 8 7 1 0 . 5 3 2 0 . 5 9 5  - . 7 1 5 4 . 4 1 0 0
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
- . 0 7 6 9  . 0 3 0 1 ■2 . 5 4 9 0 . 0 1 1  - . 1 3 6 1 -  . 0 1 7 7
B .  S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
CH T o t a l  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) . 1 6 3 9  . 1 1 7 4 1 . 3 9 6 0 . 1 6 3  - . 0 6 6 2 . 3 9 4 0
M e x i c a n  = 1 . . 2 2 6 5  . 5 4 6 5 0 . 4 1 5 0 . 6 7 8  - . 8 4 4 6 1 . 2 9 7 7
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  & E t h n i c i t y )
- . 0 1 3 2  . 1 3 6 5 • 0 . 0 9 7 0 . 9 2 2  - . 2 8 0 9 . 2 5 4 3
F e m a l e  =1 . . 3 8 8 0  . 3 8 9 8 0 . 9 9 5 0 . 3 2 0  - . 3 7 6 0 1 , 1 5 . 2 1
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
- . 0 3 9 9  . 0 4 0 3 ■0 . 9 9 0 0 . 3 2 2  - . 1 1 8 9 . 0 3 9 1
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M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s i o n  Of S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n ,  I n t i m a t e  
P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e ,  a n d  I n t e r a c t i o n  Term ( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  a n d  
E t h n i c i t y )  F o r  C o m b in e d  S a m p le  o f  M e x i c a n  A m e r i c a n s  a n d  N o n - M e x ic a n
W h i t e s
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n  
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 8 2 . 7 9 3 1 9
N u m b e r  
L R  c h i 2 
P r o b  > 
P s e u d o
o f  o b s  
( 1 8 )  








3 4 8  
3 5 . 5 3  
. 0 0 8 1  
. 0 5 9 1
C o e f . S t d . E r r . z F’> | z | ( 9 5 % C o n f . I n t e r v a l ]
A .  M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  T o t a l  
R a n g e  ( 1 9 - 4 0 )
- . 0 3 2 9 . 0 5 9 7 - 0 . 5 5 2 0 . 5 8 1 - . 1 5 0 0 . 0 8 4 1
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 2 0 3 7 2 . 1 7 1 2 0 . 5 5 4 0 . 5 7 9 - 3 . 0 5 1 8 5 . 4 5 9 3
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m  
( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  
& E t h n i c i t y )
- . 0 1 7 2 . 0 7 1 6 - 0 . 2 4 1 0 . 8 1 0 - . 1 5 7 7 . 1 2 3 2
F e m a l e  = 1 - . 1 6 1 0 . 2 9 2 2 - 0 . 5 5 1 0 . 582 -  . 7 3 3 7 . 4 1 1 7
P r e v i o u s  R e l a t i o n s h i p  = 2 . 2 7 5 7 . 3 0 5 5 0 . 9 0 3 0 . 3 6 7  . -  . 3 2 3 0 . 8 7 4 6
C o h a b i t a t i o n  ( 0 = N o ;  l = Y e s ) - . 1 0 1 1 . 4 2 1 8 - 0 . 2 4 0 0 . 8 1 1 -  . 9 2 8 0 . 7 2 5 7
M a r r i e d  = 1 - . 2 0 6 9 . 2 5 2 0 - 0 . 8 2 1 0 . 4 1 2 - . 7 0 1 0 . 2 8 7 1
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 1 7 0 9 . 0 6 2 9 2 . 7 1 8 0 . 0 0 7 . 0 4 7 6 . 2 9 4 2
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
- . 0 6 4 6 . 0 3 1 3 - 2 . 0 6 0 0 . 0 3 9 - . 1 2 6 1 - . 0 0 3 1
B .  S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  T o t a l  
R a n g e  ( 1 9 - 4 1 )
-  . 0 9 3 7 . 0 7 3 9 - 1 . 2 6 8 0 . 2 0 5 - . 2 3 8 6 . 0 5 1 1
M e x i c a n  = 1 3 . 2 4 0 3 2 . 8 3 8 1 1 . 1 4 2 0 . 2 5 4 - 2  . 3 2 2 3 8 . 8 0 3 1
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m  
( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  
& E t h n i c i t y )
- . 0 9 9 9 . 0 9 5 6 - 1 . 0 4 4 0 . 2 9 6 - . 2 8 7 4 . 0 8 7 5
F e m a l e  =1 . 1 7 5 9 . 3 9 4 0 0 . 4 4 6 0 . 6 5 5 - . 5 9 6 3 . 9 4  81
P r e v i o u s  R e l a t i o n s h i p  = 2 . 0 0 3 8 . 4 2 5 4 0 . 0 0 9 0 . 9 9 3 - . 8 3 0 0 . 8 3  7 7
C o h a b i t a t i o n  ( 0 = N o ;  l = Y e s ) . 5 5 5 9 . 5 0 8 2 1 . 0 9 4 0 . 2 7 4 -  . 4 4 0 1 1 . 5 5 2 1
M a r r i e d  = 1 - . 1 0 4 9 . 3 0 5 6 - 0 . 3 4 3 0 . 7 3 1 - . 7 0 3 9 . 4 9 4 1
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 1 4 7 9 . 0 8 6 3 1 . 7 1 3 0 . 0 8 7 - ' . 0 2 1 3 . 3 1 7 2
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  
R a n g e  ( 1 3 - 5 2 )
- . 0 2 7 0 . 0 4 1 0 - 0 . 6 5 9 0 . 5 1 0 - . 1 0 7 5 . 0 5  34
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M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s i o n  Of T o t a l  C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y ,  S o c i a l  
I n t e g r a t i o n ,  I n t i m a t e  P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e ,  a n d  I n t e r a c t i o n  T erm s  
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  a n d  E t h n i c i t y )  ( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  a n d  E t h n i c i t y )  
F o r  C o m b in e d  S a m p le  o f  M e x ic a n  A m e r i c a n s  a n d  N o n - M e x i c a n  W h i t e s
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n N u m b e r  o f  o b s  = 3 4 8
L R  c h i 2 { 2 0 )  = 4 2  . 3 7
P r o b  > c h i 2  = 0 . 0 0 2 5
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 7 9 . 3 7 2 1 4 P s e u d o  R2 = 0 . 0 7 0 5
C o e f . S t d .  E r r .  z P > | z |  (95% C o n f . I n t e r v a l ]
A . M i n o r  V i o l e n c e
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) . 0 7 7 8 . 1 1 2 6 0 . 6 9 1 0 . 4 9 0 - . 1 4 3 0 . 2 9 8 6
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  ( R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 ) -  . 0 2 3 7 . 0 6 4 7 - 0 . 3 6 7 0 . 7 1 3 - . 1 5  07 . 1 0 3 1
M e x i c a n  = 1 3 . 2 8 0 1 2 . 6 7 6 8 1 . 2 2 5 0 . 2 2 0 - 1 . 9 6 6 3 8 . 5 2 6 5
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 1 9 0 7 . 1 3 4 4 - 1 . 4 1 9 0 . 1 5 6 - . 4 5 4 3 . 0 7 2 7
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  & E t h n i c i t y )
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 0 6 6 5 . 0 8 2 0 - 0 . 8 1 1 0 . 4 1 7 - . 2 2 7 3 . 0 9 4 2
( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  & E t h n i c i t y )
F e m a l e  = 1 - . 2 3 5 6 . 3 0 6 1 - 0 . 7 7 3 0 . 4 3 9 - . 8 3 6 6 . 3 6 3 3
A g e - . 1 7 0 7 . 0 8 3 6 - 2 . 0 4 1 0 . 0 4 1 - . 3 3 4 8 - . 0 0 6 7
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s .0 0 7 4 . 0 3 0 5 0 . 2 4 2 0 . 8 0 9 - . 0 5 2 5 . 0 6 7 3
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 1 8 1 9 . 0 6 1 5 2 . 9 5 5 0 . 0 0 3 .0 6 1 2 . 3 0 2 6
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  ( R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 ) - . 0 7 5 5 . 0 3 2 2 - 2 . 3 4 3 0 . 0 1 9 - . 1 3 8 7 - . 0 1 2 3
B . S e v e r e  V i o l e n c e
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) . 1 7 5 6 . 1 3 2 4 1 . 3 2 6 0 . 1 8 5 - . 0 8 3 9 . 4 3 5 2 2
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  ( R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 ) - . 0 4 0 5 .0 7 9 7 - 0 . 5 0 9 0 . 6 1 1 - . 1 9 6 9 . 1 1 5 7 8
M e x i c a n  = 1 4 . 9 3 4 1 3 . 4 9 7 3 1 . 4 1 1 0 . 1 5 8 - 1 . 9 2 0 5 1 1 . 7 8 8 7 5
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 1 3 3 7 .1 6 0 6 - 0 . 8 3 3 0 . 4 0 5 - . 4 4 8 6 . 1 8 1 1 2
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  & E t h n i c i t y )
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 1 4 6 9 . 1 0 8 6 - 1 . 3 5 2 0 . 1 7 6 - . 3 5 9 9 . 0 6 6 0 2
( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  & E t h n i c i t y )
F e m a le  = 1 . 2 8 3 0 . 4 1 8 5 0 . 6 7 6 0 . 4 9 9 - . 5 3 7 1 1 . 1 0 3 3 5
A g e - . 2 2 6 6 . 1 1 3 2 - 2 . 0 0 1 0 . 0 4 5 - . 4 4 8 7 - . 0 0 4 6 4
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s -  . 0 1 3 0 . 0 4 0 0 - 0 . 3 2 5 0 . 7 4 5 - . 0 9 1 6 . 0 6 5 5 3
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 2 4 3 4 . 0 8 6 1 2 . 8 2 8 0 . 0 0 5 .0 7 4 7 . 4 1 2 2 4
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y  ( R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 ) - . 0 2 8 5 . 0 4 2 6 - 0 . 6 7 1 0 . 5 0 2 - . 1 1 2 0 . 0 5 4 9 0
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p
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M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s i o n  Of T o t a l  C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y ,  S o c i a l  
I n t e g r a t i o n ,  I n t i m a t e  P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e ,  a n d  I n t e r a c t i o n  Term  
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  a n d  E t h n i c i t y )  F o r  C o m b in e d  S a m p le  o f  M e x ic a n  
A m e r i c a n s  a n d  N o n - M e x i c a n  W h i t e s
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n N u m b e r  o f  o b s 3 4 8
L R  c h i 2 ( 1 8 ) = 4 0 . 2 7
P r o b  > c h i 2 = 0 . 0 0 1 9
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 6 0 . 4 2 5 5 9 P s e u d o  R2 = 0 . 0 6 7 0
C o e f . S t d .  E r r .  z P > | z | [95% C o n f . I n t e r v a l ]
A . M i n o r V i o l e n c e
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) . 0 4 7 3 .1 0 5 7 0 . 4 4 7 0 . 6 5 5 - . 1 6 0 0 . 2 5 4 6
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n - . 0 6 3 1 . 0 4 1 5 - 1 . 5 2 1 0 . 1 2 8 - . 1 4 4 5 . 0 1 8 2
( R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 )
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 1 3 0 7 .4 5 5 5 2 . 4 8 2 0 . 0 1 3 .2 3 7 8 2 . 0 2 3 6
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 1 4 0 1 . 1 1 8 7 - 1 . 1 8 0 0 . 2 3 8 - . 3 7 2 9 . 0 9 2 5
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  & E t h n i c i t y )
F e m a l e  = 1 - . 2 2 4 9 . 3 0 4 9 - 0 . 7 3 8 0 . 4 6 1 - . 8 2 2 6 . 3 7 2 7
A g e - . 1 6 9 1 . 0 8 3 4 - 2 . 0 2 8 0 . 0 4 3 - . 3 3 2 6 - . 0 0 5 7
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s . 0 0 5 2 . 0 3 0 4 0 . 1 7 2 0 . 8 63 - . 0 5 4 4 . 0 6 4 9
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 1 7 6 4 . 0 6 0 8 2 . 9 0 1 0 . 0 0 4 .0 5 7 2 . 2 9 5 6
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y -  . 0 7 7 1 . 0 3 2 1 - 2 . 3 9 9 0 . 0 1 6 - . 1 4 0 2 - . 0 1 4 1
( R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 )
B . S e v e r e V i o l e n c e
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) . 1 1 7 9 . 1 2 5 7 0 . 9 3 8 0 . 3 4 8 - . 1 2 8 4 .3 6 4 3
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n - . 1 1 9 1 . 0 5 6 3 - 2 . 1 1 6 0 . 0 3 4 - . 2 2 9 5 - . 0 0 8 7
( R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 )
M e x i c a n  = 1 . 2 7 7 0 . 6 0 6 0 0 . 4 5 7 0 . 6 4 8 - . 9 1 0 6 1 . 4 6 4 8
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 0 3 0 9 . 1 4 2 1 - 0 . 2 1 8 0 . 8 2 8 - . 3 0 9 5 . 2 4 7 5
( C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  & E t h n i c i t y )
F e m a l e  = 1 . 3 2 6 5 . 4 1 4 1 0 . 7 8 8 0 . 4 3 0 - . 4 8 5 1 1 . 1 3 8 3
A g e -  . 2 2 4 0 . 1 1 2 3 - 1 . 9 9 4 0 . 0 46 - . 4 4 4 2 - . 0 0 3 8
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s - . 0 1 6 9 . 0 3 9 9 - 0 . 4 2 5 0 . 6 7 1 - . 0 9 5 2 . 0 6 1 3
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 2 2 4 8 . 0 8 3 8 2 . 6 8 1 0 . 0 0 7 .0 6 0 4 . 3 8 9 1
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y - . 0 3 1 1 . 0 4 2 7 - 0 . 7 3 0 0 . 4 6 6 - . 1 1 4 9 . 0 5 2 5
( R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 )
N o  V i o l e n c e  i s  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p
M u l t i n o m i a l  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s i o n  Of T o t a l  C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y ,  S o c i a l  
I n t e g r a t i o n ,  I n t i m a t e  P a r t n e r  V i o l e n c e ,  a n d  I n t e r a c t i o n  Term ( S o c i a l
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I n t e g r a t i o n  a n d  E t h n i c i t y )  F o r  C o m b in e d  S a m p le  o f  M e x i c a n  A m e r i c a n s
a n d  N o n - M e x i c a n  W h i t e s
M u l t i n o m i a l  r e g r e s s i o n N u m b e r  o f  o b s  = 3 4 8
LR  c h i 2 ( 1 8 ) 4 0 . 1 2
P r o b  > c h i 2  = 0 . 0 0 2 0
L o g  l i k e l i h o o d  = - 2 8 0 . 4 9 9 7 2 P s e u d o  R2 = 0 . 0 6 6 7
C o e f . S t d .  E r r . z P > | z |  [95% C o n f , I n t e r v a l ]
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) - . 0 5 2 8
A . M i n o r  
. 0 6 5 9
V i o l e n c e
- 0 . 8 0 2 0 . 4 2 3 -  . 1 8 2 1 . 0 7 6 3
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n - . 0 5 6 4 . 0 6 0 5 - 0 . 9 3 2 0 . 3 5 1 - . 1 7 4 9 . 06 21
( R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 )
M e x i c a n  = 1 1 . 1 5 6 2 . 2 0 3 3 0 . 5 2 5 0 . 6 0 0 - 3 . 1 6 2 1 5 . 4 7 4 8
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 0 1 1 7 . 0 7 2 0 - 0 . 1 6 3 0 . 8 7 1 - . 1 5 3 0 . 1 2 9 5
( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  
& E t h n i c i t y )
F e m a l e  = 1 - . 2 5 8 4 . 3 0 4 2 - 0 . 8 4 9 0 . 3 9 6 - . 8 5 4 8 . 3 3 7 9
A g e - . 1 7 2 3 . 0 8 3 5 - 2 . 0 6 3 0 . 0 3 9 - . 3 3 6 0 - . 0 0 8 6
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s . 0 0 4 9 .0 3 0 5 0 . 1 6 1 0 . 8 7 2 - . 0 5 4 9 . 0 6 4 8
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 1 7 3 8 .0 6 0 9 2 . 8 5 2 0 . 0 0 4 . 0 5 4 3 . 2 9 3 3
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y - . 0 7 4 2 . 0 3 2 2 - 2 . 3 0 4 0 . 0 2 1 -  . 1 3 7 4 -  . 0 1 1 0
( R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 )
C r i m i n a l  H i s t o r y  ( R a n g e  0 - 8 ) . 0 8 9 6
B .  S e v e r e  
. 0 8 0 7
V i o l e n c e
1 . 1 1 0 0 . 2 6 7 - . 0 6 8 6 . 2 4 7 8
S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n - . 0 6 2 6 . 0 7 4 4 - 0 . 8 4 2 0 . 4 0 0 - . 2 0 8 5 . 0 8 3 2
(R a n g e  1 0 - 4 0 )
M e x i c a n  = 1 3 . 3 4 1 2 . 8 6 0 0 1 . 1 6 8 0 . 2 4 3 - 2 . 2 6 4 5 8 . 9 4 6 7
I n t e r a c t i o n  T e r m - . 1 0 5 9 . 0 9 5 4 - 1 . 1 1 1 0 . 2 6 7 - . 2 9 3 0 . 0 8 1 0
( S o c i a l  I n t e g r a t i o n  
& E t h n i c i t y )
F e m a l e  = 1 . 2 7 2 2 . 4 1 7 5 0 . 6 5 2 0 . 5 1 4 - . 5 4 6 0 1 . 0 9 0 5
A g e - . 2 2 8 2 . 1 1 3 3 - 2 . 0 1 4 0 . 0 4 4 - . 4 5 0 2 - . 0 0 6 1
S o c i o e c o n o m i c  S t a t u s - . 0 1 5 6 . 0 4 0 0 - 0 . 3 9 0 0 . 6 9 6 - . 0 9 4 0 . 0 6 2 8
R e l a t i o n s h i p  L e n g t h . 2 3 5 2 . 0 8 5 1 2 . 7 6 5 0 . 0 0 6 . 0 6 8 5 . 4 0 2 0
S o c i a l  D e s i r a b i l i t y - . 0 2 7 4 . 0 4 2 6 - 0  . 6 4 4 0 . 5 2 0 -  . 1 1 0 9 . 0 5 6 1
(R a n g e  1 3 - 5 2 )
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